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The study explored mother-daughter relationships within the attributional 
relationship paradigm. Literature on mother-daughter relationships has been 
contradictory in characterizing the relationship as either mutually satisfying and 
fulfilling or as a source of considerable turmoil.
The study addressed: would the relationships between satisfaction and attributions 
found in other close relationships also be obtained in adult mother-daughter relationships; 
do mothers and daughters differ in level of satisfaction with the relationship or in the 
nature of the attributions made; is age related to satisfaction or attributions?
Women were asked to describe positive and negative interactions under real and 
hypothetical conditions, with their mothers and daughters. 76 female students completed 
questionnaires about their mothers; 40 of the students’ mothers responded regarding their 
daughters, and 19 of the mothers responded regarding their mothers. The women indicated 
a cause for the four interactions and completed a modified version of the Causal Dimension 
Scale (CDS; Russell, 1982) asking for ratings of locus, stability, controllability, 
globality and responsibility attributions. They also rated how positive or negative they 
felt the interactions were and completed a Satisfaction Scale regarding their relationship.
This study replicated several of the findings of the attributional research on close 
relationships: causes of positive interactions were seen as more internal to oneself, more 
stable, more controllable and more global than the causes of negative interactions. No 
effect was found for hypothetical versus real interactions on attributions. Satisfaction 
was related to perceiving the cause of positive interactions as internal, controllable, and 
stable. Satisfaction was related to seeing the cause of negative interactions as temporary, 
specific, and one’s own responsibility.
Mothers and daughters were generally satisfied with their relationship, mothers 
more so than daughters. Although they did not differ on locus, stability, controllability, or
x
globalily attributions, an interaction effect was found for roie x valence x condition for 
responsibility attributions. Mothers and daughters disagreed on the cause of 
interactions and who was responsible for the interactions being positive or negative. 
Age was not found to be related to satisfaction or attribution variables.
XI
LITERATURE REVIEW
My mother’s whole education and upbringing 
had convinced her that for a woman the 
greatest thing was to become the mother of 
a family; she couldn’t play this part un­
less I played the dutiful daughter,. . .
--Simone de Beauvoir
Although the mother-daughter relationship is the earliest and most profound bond 
that women form with one another (e.g., Jordan, Surrey, & Kaplan, 1991b), reviews of 
the literature consistently point out a lack of empirical research on this relationship. It 
is an important area for study and research because it has major implications for 
women’s sense of themselves and relationships with others beyond the mother-daughter 
relationship. Most mother-daughter relationships involve much ambivalence, and the 
relationships are often conflictual. Nevertheless, strong feelings of attachment and 
responsibility tend to persist in most mother-daughter relationships throughout the 
lifespan (Bassoff, I988; Caplan, I989; Knowles, I990; Notar & McDaniel, I986;
Surrey, I990; Troll, I987; Weishaus, I978).
The attributional framework derived from the early work of Fritz Heider (1944; 
1958) has resulted in an enormous proliferation of research over the past 35 years and 
has shown promise in clarifying the processes underlying conflict in close relationships. 
Attributions are causal explanations given for an event (Arias & Beach, 1987; Baucom, 
1987; Berley & Jacobson, 1984; Fincham, 1983; Fincham & Bradbury, 1990).
People make attributions, or engage in attributional activity, in an attempt to render the
1
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social world understandable, predictable or controllable (Kelley, 1967; 1972). This 
seeking of explanations for important events in our lives has major psychological and 
behavioral consequences (Antaki, 1982; Hill, Rubin, & Peplau, 1976). Viewing the 
adult mother-daughter relationship through the lens of the attributional framework may 
yield some of the same heuristic rewards that attributional analyses have brought to the 
study of other close relationships.
This paper will review the literature on two major areas, the attributional 
research relevant to close interpersonal relationships, and the literature on conflict in 
mother-daughter relationships. The attributional review will summarize major 
findings dealing with basic ah. butional processes, recent theory-building separating 
concepts of responsibility attributions from causal attributions, and circumstances that 
might be more likely than others to elicit attributions. Next will be considered factors 
that affect attributions, such as culturally defined role expectations, perceptions of 
intentional and personally directed behavior, and self-serving biases. The final 
attributional section will summarize research on how the nature of attributions is 
differentially associated with satisfaction in close relationships.
The review of the literature on conflict in mother-daughter relationships will 
include conceptualizations that describe this relationship as consistently positive and 
other perspectives that see the relationship as rife with conflict. Several theories will 
be presented that have attempted to explain the origins of the conflict in mother- 
daughter relationships, or to place this relationship in a context of a culture that either 
blames or idealizes mothers. Some writers have attempted to reconcile the two basic 
opposing points of view and to account for both closeness and conflict in the mother- 
daughter relationship. Although some writers argue that conflict is not necessarily bad 
for the relationship, this study hypothesized that blaming (one type of attribution) is 
associated with dissatisfaction with the relationship.
Finally, questions raised by an integration of these two fields will be addressed. 
Specifically, can the methodology of an attributional analysis be extended to adult
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mother-daughter relationships to clarify the processes involved in conflict in this 
relationship? If it can be extended, will the relationship between satisfaction and 
attributions found in other close relationships also be obtained in the adult mother- 
daughter relationship? Is there an association between the nature of the attributions 
made or the level of satisfaction with the relationship and the age of the mothers or 
daughters? Do mothers and daughters differ in their level of satisfaction with the 
relationship or in the nature of the attributions made? The purpose of this study was to 
address these questions. Specific hypotheses will be stated following the review of the 
literature.
Basic Attributional Processes
The beginnings of the attributionai analyses of social behavior can be found in 
Heider’s early work, which explored how people perceive and explain the actions of 
others. He was interested in the commonsense, everyday theories people use to explain 
and understand the behavior of others. According to Heider, social perception is linked to 
more basic perceptual processes and oriented toward a search for structure and 
causality. It is a constructive process, with meaning and interpretation of others' 
actions created against a background of one’s experiences, wishes, needs, and hopes 
(Heider, 1958).
Theories regarding relationships can address two levels: descriptive (what events 
occur along with what other events), and causal (what is the cause of the observed 
event) (Keliey, I983). Similarly, dispositional attributions can be descriptive 
inferences about what someone is like: “My daughter is a considerate person." Or, the 
attributions can be causal, offering an explanation as to why an interpersonal event 
occurred: "My daughter was so friendly this morning because she wanted me to offer to 
baby-sit."
Heider’s (1958) analyses suggested that a person’s search for the cause of another 
person's actions would rely either on circumstances of the environment (external
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attribution), or characteristics of the individual (internal attribution) such as ability, 
motivation, attitude, or emotional state (internal attribution).
More recent theory-building has differentiated the concepts of responsibility 
attributions and causal attributions (Brewin & Antaki, 1987; Fincham, Beach, & 
Nelson, 1987; Fincham & Jaspars, 1980; Shaver, 1985; Shaver & Drown, 1986). 
Judgments of causation are seen as establishing what produced an event; judgments of 
responsibility (responsibility attributions) reflect accountability for the outcome once 
a cause has been established (Fincham & Bradbury, I987). A judgment of causality is 
necessary for a judgment of responsibility for a negative outcome. The amount of 
responsibility attributed to an individual will covary with perception of the other's (a) 
causal contribution, (b) knowledge of the outcome of an action, (c) intention to produce 
the outcome, (d) degree of volition versus coercion, and (e) appreciation of the moral 
wrongfulness of the action (Shaver, 1985). Shaver proposes that the attribution of 
responsibility be differentiated from the concept of blame. Blame involves a 
justification for an action that is not considered acceptable. In a mother-daughter 
relationship, for example, blame would occur when the two disagreed as to who was 
responsible for a negative interaction. Blame occurs later in a sequence progressing 
from causal attribution to responsibility attribution and finally to blame.
Certain events or circumstances are more likely than others to elicit attributional 
activity in a person. The need to understand and form a meaningful explanation for 
another’s behavior is greater when a person’s sense of control of the situation is 
threatened by unexpected information (Clary, 1983; Hastie, 1984) or by negative 
outcomes (Harvey, 1980). Situations that involve someone who is quite important to an 
individual, either because of dependency or a high likelihood of future interactions, 
would likely promote a greater need for attributional activity or causal analysis 
(Berscheid, 1976).
Jones and Davis (I965) and Kelley (I967) were among the first of the attribution 
theorists to attempt systematically to define relationships between attributions and
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observations. The contributions of Jones and Davis will be considered first. They 
proposed the theory of correspondent inferences, which addresses factors that influence 
an observer's attribution of intent and disposition to another person. A correspondent 
inference is a dispositional attribution that follows directly from observation of an 
actor’s behavior. One important factor determining whether an attribution is made 
about another’s behavior is whether the behavior conforms to cultural or role 
expectations A behavior that is out-of-role for an individual would be more likely to 
result in a confidently held attribution by an observer. Consider the culturally defined 
role of mother; a behavior not perceived as nurturant by an observer would be highly 
likely to result in dispositional attributions regarding the actor (mother).
Jones and McGillis (1976) extended the earlier work of Jones and Davis to the 
analysis of a perceiver’s observations over time. Behavior that departs from 
expectations based upon an individual’s prior behavior is seen as more informative than 
routine behavior. A shift in behavior would result in more correspondent inferences 
than a single observation or exposure to a behavior without prior experience with that 
person. This line of research may be of particular relevance in examining the intensity 
and ambivalence of mother-daughter relationships because this relationship is one that 
is replete with expectations, based on both prior experience and cultural norms.
Jones and Davis (I965) also considered the personal relevance of an act (hedonic 
relevance) in the making of a responsibility or dispositional attribution. An act is said 
to have hedonic relevance for an observer if its outcomes are potentially of benefit or 
can harm the observer. An act is personalistic if a perceiver concludes that the act was 
specifically directed at her or him. The more hedonically relevant and personalistic an 
action, the more likely it is that the perceiver will make responsibility or dispositional 
attributions.
Kelley (I967) also based his work on the initial formulations of Heider, but his 
attributional approach focused on covariation between possible causes and effects. He 
theorized that people make causal attributions as if they are analyzing data using an
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analysis of variance model. A person will attribute effects to those causal factors with 
which they appear to covary, or are correlated, rather than to factors from which they 
seem to be relatively independent. Persons, entities (things or environmental stimuli) 
and times (occasions or situations) are the important classes of possible causes. 
Essentially, a linking of perceived causes and effects occurs, and people use three types 
of information to check to determine if they have correctly linked causes and effects: 
distinctiveness, consistency, and consensus. An attributor may assess how distinctive a 
behavior is for the individual: “My daughter argues only with me and no one else." The 
behavior would be considered distinctive, and attributed to the situation (". . .with me.")
issues: "She always argues with me about everything." High consistency is more likely 
to result in a dispositional attribution. Consensus information involves the issue of 
whether this behavior is typical of others: "Only my daughter argues with her mother 
like this." If others were not judged to argue as much with their mothers (low 
consensus), a dispositional attribution would be more likely: "She’s a quarrelsome 
ingrate." Kelley would predict that attributions to an individual’s personality would be 
made when a behavior is judged to be low in distinctiveness, high in consistency, and low 
in consensus. Kelley’s predictions generated considerable research and debate 
throughout the 1970s in assessing the role and impact of such information on 
attributional phenomena.
One of the areas of strongest debate during the 1970s involved the effects of 
consensus information on attributions. The controversy was eventually resolved with 
research supporting the notion that consensus information is important only under 
certain conditions. Kassin’s (1979) review described the following factors as being 
relevant in determining the importance of consensus information: (a) strength or 
magnitude of the base rate information, (b) salience of the information and the ease with 
which it may be applied, (c) perceived representativeness or generalizability, and (d) 
causal relevance of the base rate information. Kassin also differentiated implicit and
information assesses the behavior over time and across modalities or
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explicit consensus. Implicit consensus refers to subjective or normative expectations of 
behavior in specific situations. Explicit consensus refers to the actual behavior of 
individuals in a sample. Implicit consensus is likely to have greater importance for 
understanding behavior beyond laboratory conditions. One would expect that adult 
mother-daughter relationships would carry strong implicit consensus information, 
normative role expectations, both for the two women involved and for the nature of the 
relationship, that would affect the attributions made.
To summarize thus far, Heider’s formulations provided the initial theoretical 
foundations for the study of attributions. Jones and Davis extended this work and began 
to establish empirical support for Heider's ideas. Kelley further delineated the 
processes of attribution formation. Later researchers began to address not only the 
conditions under which attributions are formed, but also the nature of the attributions 
and their impact on social behavior.
Nature of Attributions
The accuracy of attributions was one of the first questions addressed regarding 
their nature. A perception of why someone engaged in a behavior is not necessarily an 
accurate portrayal of the actual cause of the behavior. Perceptions are subject to errors 
and bias, and one of the most-investigated and best known potential errors is the 
"fundamental attribution error" (Ross, 1977). This refers to the tendency to place 
more importance on personal or dispositio lal factors relative to situational influences.
In judging the cause of an event or action, situational constraints are not given nearly 
the weight that is attributed to personal characteristics.
Jones and Nisbett (1972) proposed an extension of the fundamental attribution 
error, the actor-observer hypothesis, which has since received stiong support. They 
state that individuals tend to be very much aware of the situational influences on their 
own behavior (the ac*or), but when seeking causes for another person’s behavior (the 
observed), attributions are much more likely to be made to personality or dispositions. 
Part of the reason for this may be that actors (people who explain their own behavior)
8
are likely to have access to their own recollections of how their behavior has varied in 
the past under differing circumstances. An observer (someone trying to explain 
someone else’s behavior) would probably lack such information about the consistency or 
distinctiveness of the other’s behavior.
Pearl Kwong, in Amy Tan’s work of fiction, The Kitchen God’s Wife, knew the 
contextual background for her own behavior, but her daughter did not and made a 
dispositional attribution, calling her mother "negative-thinking”:
But I'm sure even he (Pearl’s father) could not imagine just how bad the Wen 
family really was. All that dowry furniture I had chosen over those seven days?-- 
Wen Fu's family took it all, shipped everything to America and England as part of 
their over-seas business. . . . Now you (Pearl’s daughter) see how I once was. I 
was not always negative-thinking, the way you and Helen say. When I was young, I 
wanted to believe in something good. And when that good thing started to go away, I 
still wanted to grab it, make it stay. (Tan, 1991, pp. 186-187)
According to Frank and Gilovich (1989), the passage of time causes people to 
attribute behavior, both their own and others, more to dispositional factors, taking the 
observer perspective. In their study, subjects were paired in "get acquainted” 
conversations, and then made a series of attribution ratings for their performance.
Three weeks later, subjects were asked to rerate their performance on the same 
attribution scale, and were asked about the perspective (actor or observer) from which 
they remembered their earlier conversations. Subjects reported significantly more 
"observer” memories in which they could “see” themselves, than "actor” memories in 
which their view of the "field" (the situation) matched their original reports. With this 
shift to a “visual perspective" as memories age, one’s own behavior is now viewed from 
an observer’s perspective, with dispositional attributions for one’s own behavior now 
likely to be made.
Frank and Gilovich’s findings would appear to have implications for remembered 
arguments. Retrospectively, would one’s own behavior in an argument be attributed to
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disposition or intention, resulting in a fairer distribution of responsibility for the 
conflict? Or would the dispositions and intentions attributed to self be relatively benign 
compared to those made for the other person? In Miller and Porter’s (1980) research, 
subjects maintained an actor perspective rather than shifting to an observer perspective 
when asked to recall emotionally charged events.
The actor versus observer perspective may influence a person’s attributions by 
directing the person to focus on a causal background or context for comparison 
(McGill,1989). An identical "to-be-explained" event is viewed differently depending on 
the contrasting causal background that is adopted for comparison. McGill did not use 
mother-daughter dyads for his subjects, but an exchange between a mother and daughter 
can serve to clarify these concepts: A mother tells her adult daughter that the daughter’s 
desire to move 500 miles away from her to Los Angeles is foolhardy and selfish. In 
searching for a causal explanation to account for this statement, the daughter will choose 
a contrasting background, if the daughter uses as a causal background a time when her 
mother was more supportive of her decisions, she would most likely search for events 
that distinguish the current period from the previous time, and probably attribute her 
mother's behavior to a new element in the present: ’’Los Angeles has erupted in riots and 
she's worried about me.” If this daughter uses as a causal background the contrasting 
behavior of another mother who is supporting such a move, other attributions may be 
made: "She’s selfish and just wants me to stay close to her for her own needs."
In McGill’s (1980) study of college students, the usual actor-observer bias held 
only when the causal question was ambiguous and did not direct a person to a specific 
comparison. When subjects were directed specifically to focus on differences among 
individuals while making a causal inference, both actors and observers made primarily 
person (dispositional) attributions. When the focus was specifically directed at 
differences across time or events, stimulus (situational) attributions predominated. 
Referring again to the mother-daughter dyad in the above example, nonambiguous 
(directed) questions for this daughter regarding her mother might be: Would other
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mothers just hearing of their daughter's wanting to move to a riot-torn city act this 
way? (consen.- us information), is there something unusual about this situation that my 
mother is encountering? (distinctiveness information). Would my mother rarely or 
frequently show this behavior under the same conditions? (consistency information).
The divergence in actor-observer perspective also affects responsibility 
attributions. The more negative the effect of an actor’s behavior on another person, the 
less responsibility the actors attribute to themselves (Harvey, Harris, and 
Barnes,1975). In contrast, the more negative the outcome of a behavior, the more 
likely an observer would attribute responsibility for it to the actor. This divergence in 
actor-observer perspective may reflect a greater need to maintain positive self-esteem 
when confronted with a potentially culpable personal act. In general, a tendency to take 
credit for the good and deny responsibility for the bad has been established as a bias 
affecting causal attribution formation (Weary, 1980). Research supporting this bias 
will be addressed further in the discussion of the role of self-serving attributions in 
close relationships.
The actor’s intentionality is a critical factor in whether an actor or observer 
perspective is maintained (Monson and Snyder, 1977). When an act leads to unintended 
outcomes, actors provide situational attributions to explain their behavior. Empathy 
has been explored as a variable influencing whether an actor or observer perspective is 
held. When observers were led to empathize with an actor’s situation, observers were no 
more likely to make dispositional attributions than were actors (Gould & Sigall, 1977; 
Regan & Totten, 1975).
Attributions in Close Relationships
The applications of attributional analyses have included a diverse range of 
phenomena, and the relationship between attribution and social interaction has long been 
a topic of interest. Harvey (1987) describes analyses of attributional processes as a 
way of tapping into the complexity of inference and richness of meaning permeating close 
relationships. He cites a quotation from Kelley’s (1979) book “. . . that speaks elegantly
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to the promise and inherent difficulty of research on close relationships" (Harvey,
1987, p. 432):
With proper research procedures the student of the personal relationship has the 
fascinating prospect of gaining understandings of the private and shared worlds of 
its members. The unavoidable consequence of human social life is a realization of 
the essentially private and subjective nature of our experience of the world, 
coupled with a strong wish to break out of that privacy and establish contact with 
another mind. Personal relationships hold out to their members the possibility, 
though perhaps barely realized in full, of establishing such contact. (Kelley,
1979, pp 168-169)
Attribution theorists make the assumption that attributions directly influence 
behavior (Harvey & Weary, 1984; Kelley, 1973). Much work has been done in 
examining the role of attributional processes in close relationships. Kelley et al.
(I983) defined close relationships as those involving a strong, frequent, and diverse 
interdependence in activities, thoughts and feelings over an extended period. 
Attribution-making is assumed to be an ongoing activity throughout the course of a close 
relationship (Harvey,Well, & Alvarez, 1978), with the quality of the attributions 
changing as the relationship itself fluctuates (Harvey, 1987).
Research suggests that attributional activity is often important in the maintenance, 
quality, and ending of close relationships (Clark & Reis, 1988; Harvey, 1987; Kelley, 
I983; Orvis, Kelley, & Butler, 1976; Weary, Stanley, & Harvey, I989). Harvey 
(1987) proposes that four of the ways in which people appear to use attributions are:
(a) to search for a causal understanding or explanation for events or one another’s 
behavior; (b) to assign blame and responsibility, or to justify one's own behavior; (c) 
to communicate affect; and (d) to influence one another. The research on relational 
attributions has focused on three broad themes: actor-observer biases, self-serving 
biases, and the link between attributions and a couple’s satisfaction with their 
relationship (Leary & Miller, 1986).
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Some of the earliest researchers to investigate the role of attributions in close 
relationships were Orvis and his colleagues (1976). They asked individuals in dating 
relationships to list examples of their behavior and their partners’ behavior for which 
each had a different explanation. Orvis et al. concluded that people involved in a close 
relationship may show a divergence in how they make causal attributions that is 
different from the usual actor-observer divergency. The divergency in attribution noted 
by Jones and Nisbett (1972) was assumed to result from actors and observers having 
access to different information. Orvis et al. (1976) suggested that the attributional 
divergency in close relationships is shaped not only by different information but also by 
different intentions and anticipations. When partners in a relationship disagree as to the 
causes of actions or events, the threat of conflict prompts an intense and searching 
causal analysis, and the resultant attributions are used to communicate feelings about 
the relationship.
The basis for the actor-observer divergency in attribution may be different, but 
the outcome is the same. Each partner may be very much aware of the situational 
influences or constraints that have affected his or her own behavior, but is likely to 
ignore how circumstances affect the partner. The partner’s behavior will be attributed 
to intentions or personality (Passer, Kelley, & Michela, 1978). The partners are also 
unlikely to be aware of the attributional divergency of perspective, each assuming that 
the ether holds the same point of view (Harvey et al., 1978).
As was discussed earlier, attributions can be quite self-serving and ego-enhancing. 
This appears to be particularly true in close relationships (Christensen, Sullaway, & 
King, 1983; Ross & Sicoly, 1979; Thompson & Kelley, 1981). As Harvey said, “In a 
close relationship this search for meaning takes on major significance to the individual 
because one is most vulnerable in such a relationship" (Harvey, 1987, p. 431), and it 
may be this vulnerability that promotes more self-serving attributional activity.
Recently, researchers have been pursuing the differences between distressed and 
nondistressed couples, in terms of both behavioral differences (Gottman, 1979;
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Jacobson, Follette, & McDonald, 1982), and attributional processes. In the Orvis et al. 
(1976) study, pejorative attributions were made when the couple was experiencing 
distress or to characterize a partner’s alleged wrongdoings.
In general, researchers have found that distressed couples are more likely to make 
causal attributions that cast positive spouse behaviors in a negative light and that 
highlight negative spouse behaviors (e.g., Bradbury & Fincham, 1988; Camper, 
Jacobson, Holtzworth-Munroe, & Schmaling, 1988; Fincham, Beach, & Baucom,
1987a; Fincham, Beach, & Nelson, 1987b; Fincham & O’Leary, 1983; Holtzworth- 
Munroe & Jacobson, 1985; Sillars, 1935). Significantly more attributions are 
produced for negative partner behavior than for positive behavior (Camper et al.,
1988; Grigg, Fletcher, & Fitness, 1989; Holtzworth-Munroe & Jacobson, 1985). 
Wives’ marital satisfaction was negatively associated with blaming their husbands for 
relationship difficulties and positively associated with perceived personal control over 
conflicts (Madden & Janoff-Bulman, 1983).
In a study illustrative of the line of research contrasting the attributions of 
distressed and nondistressed couples, Fincham and O'Leary (1983) asked 16 couples 
experiencing distress in their relationship and 16 nondistressed couples to complete an 
attribution questionnaire. The couples were given 12 hypothetical situations, asked to 
imagine themselves in the situations, to name the major cause for the described 
behaviors, and then to rate the importance of a series of causal dimensions. The first 
causal dimension contrasted dispositional characteristics of the partner with external 
circumstances as explanations for the behavior. The next two dimensions of causality 
were based on Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale’s (1978) descriptions of a stable 
versus unstable dimension (extent to which a cause is likely to occur again) and global 
versus specific dimension (extent to which the cause is perceived as influential in many 
, situations or specific to the situation). The final causal dimension presented in this 
study was the controllable versus uncontrollable dimension (extent to which the 
behavior was freely chosen). Significant differences were found between the distressed
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and nondistressed couples. Nondistressed spouses saw positive behaviors as being more 
global and controllable than did distressed spouses. Distressed couples saw the causes of 
negative behavior as being more global than did nondistressed couples. Distressed 
couples were also more likely than nondistressed coupes to see negative behavior as 
controllable.
Bradbury and Fincham (1990) reviewed 23 correlational studies addressing 
attributions and relationship satisfaction. General support was found for global, stable, 
and internal attributions for positive behaviors and specific, unstable, externally 
located, and unintentional attributions for negative behaviors occurring in nondistressed 
couples.
For positive behaviors, the strongest support was found for the specific versus 
global dimension discriminating between distressed and nondistressed couples. Seven of 
nine studies supported the relationship between global attributions for positive 
behaviors and relationship satisfaction. Six of the nine studies at least partially 
supported the relationship between stable attributions for positive behaviors and 
satisfaction. Across the 23 studies a general but not compelling relationship was found 
between the internal attributions (ascribing positive events to the partner) and 
relationship satisfaction.
For negative behaviors, support was again the strongest for the specific versus 
global dimension in showing a relationship between attributions and relationship 
satisfaction. Nine of the 13 studies supported a relationship between external versus 
internal attributions (ascribing negative events to a partner) and relationship 
dissatisfaction. Four of the six studies supported a relationship between attributing 
intentional behavior to one's partner and relationship dissatisfaction. Seven of 11 
studies supported a relationship between stable attributions for negative events and 
relationship dissatisfaction.
Fincham and Bradbury (1987) suggested that of greater importance than the 
individual attributional dimensions in differentiating distressed from nondistressed
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couples are response patterns across attributional dimensions. In their study of 
attributions for negative marital events, they computed two composite attribution 
indices per spouse. One index, the causal attributions index, was created by adding 
together Likert responses to the locus (internal versus external), specific versus 
global, and unstable versus stable dimensions. The responsibility index was created by 
adding together the responses from the blameworthiness, unintentional versus 
intentional, and selfish versus unselfish motivation dimensions. The higher the scores 
on each index, the less relationship enhancing the pattern of attributions, and as was 
expected, these indices were inversely related to marital satisfaction.
Some researchers see responsibility attributions as being of greater importance 
than causal attributions in understanding relationship distress because responsibility 
attributions more consistently distinguish distressed from nondistressed couples 
(Bradbury & Fincham, 1988; Fincham & Beach, 1988). Responsibility attributions 
are seen as entailing causal attributions in that people are generally held accountable 
only for actions that they are seen as causing. However, responsibility attributions are 
more strongly associated with affective and intended behavioral responses to partner 
behavior (Fincham et al., 1987b).
Holtzworth-Munroe and Jacobson (1985) and Camper et al. (I988) used the 
attribution categories of distress maintaining and relationship enhancing to differentiate 
between attributions associated with distressed couples and those associated with 
nondistressed couples. This choice of terms highlights a trend in the writings of 
attributional researchers in the mid-1980s to early 1990s. Earlier research 
contrasting the attributions of distressed and nondistressed couples sought to establish a 
relationship between relationship satisfaction and attributions. More recent research 
suggests that attributions mediate behavior exchanges between partners and are causaliy 
implicated in the sequences of negative interactions (e.g., Arias & Beach, 1987; 
Baucom, 1987; Fincham, 1985).
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Bradbury and Fincham (I990) reviewed the experimental, clinical outcome, and 
longitudinal data relevant to the question of whether attributions causally influence 
marital satisfaction rather than vice versa. They contend that available experimental 
and longitudinal data is limited but supportive of this hypothesis. In one of their recent 
studies, Fincham and Bradbury (1988) manipulated attributions for partner behavior, 
which affected the behavior of distressed spouses toward their partners in later 
interactions. However, in their I990 review, they conclude that " . . .  it is probably 
insufficient to assume a simple association between attributions and marital 
satisfaction, insofar as there may be indirect as well as direct relations between these 
concepts. . . “ (Fincham & Bradbury, 1990, p. 28).
For attributional analyses of relationships to be useful, clarification of the 
appropriate domain for applications, limits, and underlying assumptions is needed. The 
attempt to explore the link between attributions and behavior, and to determine the 
extent and direction of causality, is part of this necessary clarification. Some 
attributional researchers have attempted to begin this theoretical clarification by 
making a distinction between distal and proximal variables (Bradbury & Fincham,
1991; Fletcher & Fincham, 1991; Kelley, I983). Distal variables include stable 
dispositional characteristics such as chronic mood states and relationship beliefs, and 
attitudes and expectations that predate the immediate situation. Proximal variables 
refer to characteristics of the immediate interactional and social context. An 
attributional analysis can be seen as
a snapshot of one small part of an interactional, conversational sequence of dyadic 
behaviors. The actor observes and encodes a behavior of his or her partner (let us 
assume a verbal behavior accompanied by the typical gamut of non-verbal 
behavior), further cognitively processes the behavior, then responds with a 
behavior directed towards the partner. (Fletcher & Fincham, 1991, p. 17)
The cognitive processing is typically thought of as having two modes: automatic 
processing and controlled processing (Anderson, 1983; Fletcher & Fincham, 1991;
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Posner & Snyder, 1975; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). Controlled processing is subject 
to verbal interpretation or description and under conscious control of the individual. 
Automatic processing is rapid, uncontrollable, and outside conscious awareness of the 
individual. How the proximal context influences the distal context and attributional 
activity is an area of particular importance for close relationship research. For 
example, a mother’s causal attribution that her adult daughter’s behavior is due to her 
insecurity may have originally been based on a searching and extensive causal analysis 
of the daughter's unpredictability and moodiness in responding to her mother’s advice; 
once explained this way, however, such an attribution may be readily accessible to the 
mother, and now part of her automatic processing of a proximal context. Fletcher and 
Fincham (1991) argued that such factors should eventually be part of a comprehensive 
attributional model.
Although there have only been a few such studies, some researchers have also tried 
to extend the domain of attributional analysis in close relationships from marital dyads 
to other forms of close relationships. Adults’ perspectives and attributions are likely to 
be affected by the nature of the relationship in which they are involved (Fincham and 
Bradbury, 1987). In a parent-child relationship, because of its hierarchical structure, 
it is likely that the parent’s role responsibility would affect judgments of responsibility 
attributions differently than judgments of causal attributions. There was a restricted 
range of variance in judgment of own responsibility for conflict among mothers of 5th 
grade children in Fincham and Bradbury's (1987) study. The mothers tended to assume 
responsibility for bringing about change in the conflict in the relationship, and did not 
attribute responsibility to their children. This is a different pattern of attributions 
than is usually seen in a dyad of adults in conflict. This finding was seen as reflecting the 
expectation that the mother’s role involves socialization of the child and explicit teaching 
of conflict resolution skills.
When distressed and nondistressed spouses were contrasted, the nature of causal 
attributions made for negative behaviors of children in the family was the same as those
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made for spouses (Fincham & Grych, 1991). On the global versus specific causal 
dimension, attributions for negative behaviors were more likely to be seen as global in 
the families of distressed couples than in the families of nondistressed couples.
Cashmore and Goodnow (1986) directly addressed the question of whether parents 
and children differ in the nature of attributions made for the development of skill in art, 
mathematics, music, sports, story writing and science. They found that children (ages 
12-14) were more likely than their parents to attribute skill acquisition to effort; 
parents were more likely to explain skill development as the result of talent. For both 
parents and children, the particular attribution used was seen as serving a self­
enhancing function.
Parental attributions for their delinquent adolescent’s behavior can be directly 
manipulated (Alexander, Waldron, Barton and Mas,1989). When parents were provided 
with a negative, blaming attributional context for their child’s behavior, subsequent 
interaction between parents or between parents and the child was significantly more 
negative. However, if parents were influenced to accept a negative attributional context 
for their child’s behavior, once established and discussed for a minimum of five minutes, 
the attributions were nonrespcnsive to further attempts to modify them.
Dix and Lochman (1990) compared the attributions of mothers of nonaggressive 
boys to the mothers of aggressive boys. Both groups made attributions in response to the 
same videotapes of misbehaving children. The mothers of aggressive boys made 
significantly more negative attributions than did the other mothers. Parental 
(mothers’) responsibility attributions for child behavior have been found to be related 
to the types of responses mothers stated they would make toward their children. When a 
mother attributed intention to the misbehavior of her child, it was more likely that her 
subsequent behavior was judged as unfavorable by raters.
While not falling specifically within classical attribution research, there have 
been a number of studies exploring parental categorization of descriptions of child 
behavior (Bacon & Ashmore, 1985). A number of these have noted gender differences,
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with categorizations of the behavior varying as a function of the sex of the parent and the 
sex ot the child (Eccles, Jacobs, & Harold, 1990). In one study, a gender difference was 
found in the attributions made to explain parenting success or failure. Females viewed 
parenting success as requiring deliberation and skill, whereas males were more likely 
to explain parenting failure as being the child’s fault or attributing meanness to the 
child (McBride & Black, 1984).
Only two studies were found on the impact of attributions on an adult parent-child 
relationship. One study found that parents were much more likely to be involved in a 
self-help organization for family members of the mentally ill if the parents attributed 
their adult child’s psychiatric difficulties to organic rather than moral or psychological 
causes (Medvene & Krauss, 1989).
The second study addressing adult parent-child relationships is an application of 
Kelley’s (I979) attributional theory to the mother-daughter caregiving relationship in 
later life. Shuman’s (1991) doctoral dissertation demonstrated that attributional 
processes in the adult mother-daughter relationship are associated with relationship 
quality. Women over the age of 65 were interviewed to identify the causal attributions 
the mothers made to explain their daughters’ caregiving. Four categories of motivations 
were explored. Attributions to daughters’ interpersonal attitudes (she loves me) and to 
traits (she is a good person) were associated with good relationships. Attributions to 
external constraints (there is no one else to help) were unrelated to relationship 
quality. Attributions to moral obligations (she feels she should help) were negatively 
related to the quality of the relationship. The type and amount of emotional support 
received was related to interpersonal attitude attributions, but not to trait, external 
constraint or moral attributions. Concrete assistance was related to external constraint 
attributions. The type of sacrifice the daughter was perceived to make was not 
correlated with the type of the mother’s attribution, although if the daughter was 
perceived to be burdened by caregiving, external constraint attributions were more 
likely. Consistent with Kelley’s theory, the interdependence of the adult mother-
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daughter relationship provides each with an opportunity to make choices that express 
their feelings about each other. Mother’s perceptions of why their daughters provide 
assistance affected the quality of the relationship.
Shuman’s (1991) attributional analyses of the adult mother-daughter 
relationship acknowledges that attributions made by mothers about their daughter’s 
caregiving are attributions that are "embedded in the history of a life-long relationship" 
(p.15). By studying the adult mother-daughter relationship, she somewhat bypasses 
concerns raised by Fincham and Bradbury (1987) that the hierarchical structure of the 
parent-child relationship restricts the variance associated with responsibility 
attributions. However, Shuman’s work addresses only causal attributions for a positive 
event (caregiving), from only the mother's perspective and only later in life (age 65 
and older).
Mother-Daughter Relationships
Although the mother-daughter relationship is considered the earliest and most 
profound bond that women form with one another (e.g., Jordan, Surrey, & Kaplan, 
1991b), the literature consistently points out a lack of empirical research on this 
relationship. The poet and writer Adrienne Rich refers to this as the "great unwritten 
story" (Rich, 1976, p. 225). This neglect in part reflects the blaming and devaluing of 
mothers and women in our culture (Bromberg, 1983; Notar & McDaniel, 1986; Troll, 
1988). Hammer (1975) says that ”. . . most of what passes between a woman and her 
daughter falls outside the acknowledged social context of men-women relationships. This 
then has relegated this mother-daughter tie to the ’underground"' (p.xiii). The adult 
mother-daughter relationship is an important area of study and research in its own 
right because it has major implications for women’s sense of themselves and 
relationships with others beyond the mother-daughter relationship. Nini Herman 
(1989), a psychoanalyst, calls the relationships between a woman and her mother, 
between herself and her daughter as the
hidden, central reason why women are where they are. . . . But here also lies
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concealed the world’s greatest love-affair, rapturous entanglement and deathtrap to 
development, in madness or in suicide; the wellspring of enduring strength or 
festering wound through which faint lives drain into oblivion, (p.xix)
Jung had this to say about the importance of mother-daughter relationships:
"Every mother contains her daughter in herself and every daughter her mother . . . .  
Every woman extends backward into her mother and forward into her daughter," (Jung, 
1959, p. 343).
Beyond the implications for women’s identity, the study of mother-daughter 
relationships is important because of a consistently reported gender difference in 
parent-child relationships. It is much more likely that daughters, rather than sons or 
husbands, will be the primary caregivers for their elderly mothers. This may be a 
result both of the differential socialization processes for males and females in our 
society and of demographic factors making it more likely that women will outlive men 
(Troll, I988).
Consensus does not exist as to whether the mother-daughter relationship should be 
viewed as one filled with alienation and hostility or as one in which the development of 
mutual empathy becomes the basis for positive aspects of a woman’s identity and 
construction of self. Some writers and historians of mother-daughter relationships 
question whether conflict, if it is the predominant feature, is necessarily bad; others 
view the conflict as the vehicle by which women internalize restrictions, transmit them 
across the generations, and inhibit their own growth and development. Also debated are 
the contextual factors supporting mother-daughter conflict (real or mythical), 
particularly whether the conflict exists in response to gender inequality in a patriarchy. 
The following sections will explore some of the thinking regarding these and other 
issues.
Closeness or Conflict?
Nikki Stilier, a literary scholar who has traced the stories of mother-daughter 
relationships in medieval English literature, believes that these relationships are
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characterized by kindness, generosity, and love. She writes that in the 1970s . . it was
in the interests of a still patriarchal society to teach women of different generations to 
dislike and even to hate each other. . ." (Stiller, 1980, p. xi).
Bromberg’s (I983) gerontological research of kinship patterns led her to conclude 
that mother-daughter relationships in later life are characterized by mutuality, 
interdependence and positive connection. Seventy-five mother-daughter pairs 
completed questionnaires and both mothers and daughters overwhelmingly indicated that 
the quality of their relationship was not linked to the quality or quantity of aid given to 
mothers by their daughters. Nor was there any demonstrated relationship between 
demographic variables, quality of their past relationship or attitudes toward the aging 
process, and patterns of aid provided by the daughters. Bromberg described a strong 
affective connection among the mother-daughter pairs of her study, and contrasted this 
sharply with the negative picture of the mother-daughter relationship painted by Nancy 
Friday (1977).
Bromberg’s findings mirror those of Baruch and Barnett (1983) who interviewed 
238 middle-aged (ages 35-55) women and heard themes of positive and rewarding 
connections with mothers. The role of daughter emerged as an important source of 
gratification. Women who were not mothers themselves perceived stronger 
relationships to their own mothers. Baruch and Barnett used a three-item, four-point 
scale as an index of ‘ maternal rapport”. The items were: enjoying your mother’s 
companionship, getting along smoothly with your mother, having a mother who is a good 
role model/example of aging.
Troll (1988) suspects that it is a clashing of values in our Western culture that 
helps to perpetuate the myth of mother-daughter animosity. We value, above all else, 
she says, adult independence and “. . . believe that the important ties should be between 
husband and wife and between child-rearing parents and their offspring," (p. 590). 
Inconsistently, we also value the idea of looking out for our own, of being caretakers for 
our elderly parents. Her three-generational data is consistent with Weishaus' (1978)
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longitudinal study. Both demonstrated stability and positive attachments to mothers in 
adult life, with the exception of a shift toward the negative when daughters were between 
the ages of 30 and 40.
Gleason (1991) asked college-age women to complete questionnaires regarding 
their relationships with their mothers. For the most part, her 97 respondents 
portrayed this relationship as extremely important to them, and indicated a desire for 
more involvement. Many felt closer to their mothers than anyone else but their best 
friends.
In Notar and McDaniei’s (1986) research, the overwhelming majority of the 102 
respondents claimed to have a positive relationship with their mothers. In this study, 
69.6% of the women were 19 or 20 years of age.
As mentioned earlier, many writers see mother-daughter relationships as 
involving a great deal of ambivalence and conflict. Stiver (I986) notes:
One of the most common observations in the process of psychotherapy is that while 
men may express the wish to be like their fathers, women more often express the 
wish to be the opposite of their mothers. There are women in other social and 
cultural settings who may not share these attitudes, yet the women in my practice 
and among friends and colleagues are often quite critical of their mothers, focus on 
those qualities in their mothers they most dislike, and struggle against showing any 
sign of such qualities in themselves, (p. 13)
Herman (1989) went so far as to characterize the mother-daughter relationship 
as one in which "Mothers ’murder’ their daughters to some degree every day” (1989, p. 
239). Only where mothers and daughters are likely to lead very similar lives in very 
similar contexts is there any likelihood of a more amiable relationship.
Although Troll’s (1988) work studying kinship patterns found that “ . . . families 
are held together by mother-daughter linkages” (p.286), her data from questionnaires 
completed by 52 gerontologists showed that less than a quarter of the male respondents 
were strongly negative about their parents, while almost half of the women were
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negative. Among the women, 62% said they wanted to be different from their parents 
when they got old, and were more iikely than the men to describe their mothers as 
critical, demanding, and controlling.
Conceptualizations of this conflict, particularly how and why it develops, tend to 
fall into several categories: theories involving the Oedipal complex, failures in 
separation/individuation, mothers' “fall from grace," and theories that attempt to 
reconcile conflict with closeness.
The Oedipal Complex
Early psychoanalytic formulations suggested that much of the conflict has its roots 
in early childhood and can be explained in terms of the Oedipal complex. As Chodorow 
(1989) describes it, the little girl must transfer her primary sexual object choice 
from her mother to her father and other males. Although all children experience some 
frustration and conflict in their relationships with their mother, the little girl’s 
discovery of anatomical differences between girls and boys results in penis envy. The 
daughter sees her mother as defective because she has no penis, and blames her mother 
for her own lack of a penis. She now pulls away from her mother, rejects her, and 
attaches more strongly and erotically to her father. Early psychoanalysts saw the Oedipal 
complex as central to the development of conflict in the mother-daughter relationship. 
The validity of each of the components of this process has been strongly challenged, and 
Stiver (1991) has written a particularly cogent critique of the traditional view of the 
female Oedipus complex. Herman (1980) states that basing a hatred of one’s mother on 
feelings of disappointment and castration anxiety over lack of having a penis is ". . . 
patently absurd," (p. 18). Deutsch (1949) believed that girls do not completely reject 
their mothers in favor of men, but maintain their attachment to their mothers while 
adding the relationships to fathers and men.
Problems in Separation/individuation
Other psychoanalysts conceptualize the mother-daughter conflict in terms of the 
challenges presented to girls in the separation-individuation process, with separation
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seen as the healthy outcome for the daughter. Lerner (1988, p. 57) cites the 
expression “A son’s a son till he gets a wife; a daughter’s your daughter for the rest of 
her life," as hinting at the difficulties presented to a daughter in developing separation 
and autonomy from her mother. The special closeness inherent in the relationship 
makes it more difficult for a daughter to declare independence from her mother. Moves 
toward autonomy may be experienced by daughters and/or mothers as a betrayal of the 
close relationship between them. Daughters are at risk of sacrificing their own growth 
in order to preserve the connection with their mothers, especially in those contexts in 
which they perceive their mothers as being fragile. Chodorow (1978) argued that it is 
the mother and daughter's shared gender identity that impedes separation. She writes: 
Because of their mothering by women, girls come to experience themselves as less 
separate than boys, as having more permeable ego boundaries. Girls come to define 
themselves more in relation to others . . . .  A girl does not simply identify with her 
mother or want to be like her mother. Rather, mother and daughter maintain 
elements of their primary relationship which means they will feel alike in 
fundamental ways. (p. 93 and 110)
Chodorow (1989) also notes that in Western culture, women have generally not 
had an important economic role in the family, but that childcare has been seen to be a 
woman’s crucially important responsibility. This life situation encourages women to 
invest much of their self-esteem in their relationships with their children. Over­
involvement in their children’s lives and a perpetuation of daughters’ dependency is 
strongly supported by these circumstances.
Chodorow (I978) sees a woman as recreating in adulthood the experience of a 
triangular relationship ,:ke the one she had in childhood with her parents. As a child she 
needed to compete with her father for her mother’s attention. As an adult, this results in 
a desire for intense affective relationships with other women, and usually a less intense 
affective relationship with her husband. However, close relationships with other women
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on a routine, daily, ongoing basis are no longer readily available to women in Western 
culture, and an adult daughter may try to meet her relational needs for attachment 
through her children,
Herman (1989) does not see the problems in separation as being only a matter of 
shared gender identity or meeting needs for attachment through children, but also as 
involving projected identification on the part of mothers toward their daughters:
But once there is mobility between the generations, it is not only upward 
movement on the part of the daughter which may be seen to cause a rift. A mother’s 
determination that her daughter return her own reflection in life’s mirror, as 
though this were the only means to validate her self-image, may equally be 
frustrated where the latter declines to match maternal achievements. It seems that 
a daughter cannot win the moment she ceases to be a faithful replica, (p. 201) 
According to Herman, then, separation issues may fuel conflict not only during the 
early childhood period, but also during the adult relationship. In Herman’s words, the 
issues for the daughter can be:
1. The mother has withheld from the girl sufficient milk to build her up for her 
own maternal task.
2. The mother has kept father possessively for herself . . .
3. The mother has withheld a penis, meaning the daughter’s share of power and 
authenticity in the wider world.
4. She has withheld all manner of sexual satisfaction and a baby, so that the girl 
’has to leave her’- to  find fulfilment in the wider world among 'strangers’.
5. The mother is envious and attacks the daughters beauty . . .
6. She wants to keep the girl at borne to help her with her own children and to take 
care of her in her old age.
7. The mother has deprived the giri of her own childhood playtime to varying 
degrees: first by demanding help with the housewifely chores and . . .  a reversal of 
the mother-babv tie. . .
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if we now look at this from the mother’s point of view:
1. The daughter reminds he r . . .  of her. . .  own lack of prospects out in the wider 
world.
2. She possesses youthful beauty and sexual prospects and will soon displace her in 
the sexual arena.
3. She will one day become a mother and . . . will enrol her yet again in the 
nurturing of infants when she has deserved some rest.
4. The daughter may have brighter prospects . . .  in the promise of autonomy.
5. She clearly wants to separate, ungrateful hussy that she is, and thereby makes 
her mother feel that what she had to offer her was patently not good enough.
6. In separating she will leave her old mother unsupported, with a deep sense of 
rejection, (pp. 332-333)
Hammer (1975) interviewed 75 mothers, daughters, and grandmothers. She also 
saw mother-daughter conflict as arising out of a mother’s projective identification with 
her daughter. "A woman will relive through her daughter both her own childhood self 
and her mother's identity as she absorbed it in childhood; she will become both her own 
mother and her own child," (p. 28).
Deutsch (1944) saw guilt and seif-blame for the other’s unhappiness, shame and 
embarrassment over the other’s actions, ". . . daughters’ ’discovery’ that they are really 
living out their mothers’ lives in their choice of career . . ." (p.46), and over-concern 
with a daughter’s weight or body issues as reflecting separation difficulties in the 
mother-daughter dyad.
Stern (I986) sees the separation paradigm as inconsistent with observations of 
what actually occurs in the course of development of young children. Early in life, 
normally developing little girls demonstrate the ability to relate to both their fathers 
and mothers (Lester, 1976). In fact, little girls show continuous attachment to and 
identification with their mothers (Stechler & Kaplan, 1964; Schaffer & Emerson,
1980). Significant challenge to the notion of “separation" as an optimum goal for
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women’s psychological development has arisen in the writings of Gilligan (1982) and 
Jordan and her colleagues (Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver and Surrey,1991a).
Fall from Grace
Others believe that the conflict in mother-daughter relationships can be more 
adequately accounted for by the mother’s “fall from grace" in the family (Lewis & 
Herman, 1986). Mothers who do not value themselves, and are not valued by society, 
will not value their daughters as much as their sons because they share too much 
negative valence by virtue of being female (Troll, I988). Daughters are also unlikely to 
identify willingly with such devalued members of society, and may even blame their 
mothers for not more strongly challenging their debased roles in society. Rich (1976) 
sees it as much easier for a daughter to reject her mother outright than to see the forces 
restricting her mother’s options in the world. "The mother stands for the victim in 
ourselves, the unfree woman, the martyr. Our personalities seem dangerously to blur 
and overlap with our mothers; and, in a desperate attempt to know where mother ends 
and daughter begins, we perform radical surgery,” according to Rich (1976, p. 236).
Other writers suggest that conflict in the relationship is the result of 
contradictory messages about femininity communicated to the daughter. Mothers teach 
their daughters to behave and repress their selves in a way that will be valued by 
society; they also encourage their daughters to “escape" and have more fulfilling lives 
than they were ever able to have (Arcana, 1979; Flax, 1978).
Chodorow (1989) and Caplan (1989; 1990) reviewed some of the psychological 
and feminist writings that portray mothers as totally responsible for how their children 
develop and blame mothers “. . . for everything from her daughter’s limitations to the 
crisis of human existence" (Chodorow, 1989, p. 80). "The institution of motherhood 
finds all mothers more or less guilty of having failed their children . . ." (Rich, 1976, 
p. 223). Chodorow and Contratto (1989) went on to say:
Blaming the mother, a major outcome of these theories and a major theme in 
feminist writings, has a long social history. David Levy’s Maternal
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Overprotection. the Momism of Wylie and Erikson, literature on the 
schizophrenogenic mother, Rheingold’s analysis of maternal aggression as the 
primary pathogenic influence on the child, Slater's discussion of the Oedipally 
titillating, overwhelming mother, and Lasch’s account of the mother “imposing] 
her madness on everyone else," all suggest the terrible outcome of the omnipotent 
mother, (p.89)
Old mothers are particularly likely to be cast in a negative light, suffering both the 
scapegoating of mothers and ageism of our culture. Siegel (1990) notes that an old 
woman or mother is labelled as controlling and all-powerful if she shows signs of power 
or competence. She’s labelled as needy, demanding, or too dependent when she shows any 
illness or weakness. If an old mother chooses not to be all-nurturing, she is perceived 
as cold, withholding and distancing. But if she wants closeness or companionship, she 
risks being labelled as intrusive or a burden. The old mother who communicates her 
needs less directly or overtly than younger women is likely to be called manipulative; if 
she is assertive, she will be called demanding.
Chodorow and Contratto (1989) cite Nancy Friday’s (1977) Mv Mother/My Self 
as a particularly noxious book holding mothers accountable for all their daughters’ 
unhappiness. "Friday even seems to blame mothers for the act of toilet-training their 
daughters," (p. 80). Dinnerstein’s (1976) The Mermaid and the Minotaur and Arcana’s 
(1979) Our Mothers’ Daughters also present mothers as powerful, responsible, and 
destructive in their impact on children, but place mothers’ behavior in a context of 
patriarchal entrapment “. . . rather than a product of their evil intentions,” (Chodorow 
and Contratto, 1989, p. 81).
Of particular importance may be the intentions attributed to mothers by society 
(and their daughters); whether actions are considered to be motivated by "evil" 
intentions or by lack of choice in a patriarchy is likely to be very telling regarding the 
relationship between society and mothers.
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The idealization and romanticism with which the role of motherhood is sometimes 
viewed may not serve mothers any better than the blatant blaming and can also be a 
source of conflict in the mother-daughter relationship. When mothers are described as 
perfect, self-sacrificing and all-giving, ("Perfect Mother myths" (Caplan, 1990)), or 
when writers imply that the right conditions would allow "perfect" mothering to 
emerge, the conditions are again set for blame. An ideal standard is established against 
which a woman’s mothering can be compared and found wanting. This idealization of 
motherhood may also encourage an unquestioning acceptance of children’s needs as 
absolute, whether or not the needs are realistic and reasonable (Chodorow & Contratto, 
1989). “Perfect Mother myths" provide a causal background for a mother’s behavior 
that is likely to result in blaming attributions and relationship dissatisfaction between 
mothers and daughters. Implicit consensus information may define a "good enough 
mother," but Siegel (1990) questions whether we have a good enough society for women 
that would support the expected nurturance.
Not surprisingly given either the idealization and denigration of mothers, many of 
the writings on mother-daughter relationships speak to the daughter in women. They 
are written from the perspective of identification with the daughter’s issues. It is 
possible that a mother retains the perspective and identity of a daughter even as she 
becomes a mother, but a daughter can't know the perspective of a mother until she is one. 
Hirsch (1986), who has studied the historical presentation of mothers in literature, 
believes that feminists usually think of themselves as daughters, and occasionally as old 
daughters, but not as mothers. Siegel (1990) questions why it is that "sounding like a 
mother" has a much more negative connotation than "sounding like a daughter." Troll 
(1988) asks, "Where is the voice of the mother?" (p. 587).
Koppeiman’s (1985) research on short stories from 1848 to 1960 sees the 
mother's voice as rejected and the conflict as resulting from
. . . the patriarchal harvest of the nubile daughter with or without the mother’s 
protest or resistance. . . (Daughters) do not want to believe their own mothers’
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warnings about men and women’s lot in the patriarchy (and) don’t yet understand 
that their mothers aren’t the ones forcing them to choose between love and 
autonomy, between self-possession and economic survival, (p. xvi-xvii)
Conflict and Closenoss
Thus far we have considered perspectives that describe the mother-daughter 
relationship as consistently positive and other perspectives that see the relationship as 
rife with conflict. Several theories have attempted to explain the origins of the conflict 
in mother-daughter relationships, and to place this relationship in a context of a culture 
that either blames or idealizes mothers. Some writers have attempted to reconcile the 
two basic opposing points of view and to account for both closeness and conflict in the 
mother-daughter relationship.
Troll (1987) questions whether the two opposing points of view are actually 
mutually exclusive after all. She suggests that since the bonds are tighter between 
mothers and daughters, and kinship patterns are maintained across these female 
connections, there is more contact between mothers and daughters and the increased 
contact brings more potential for conflict.
Stiver (1986) argues that the self-in-relation theory of female development 
(Jordan et al„ 1991a; Miller, 1976; Surrey, 1985) is a useful conceptualization for 
accommodating both the conflict and the strong connections between mothers and 
daughters. A women’s sense of self is based on the ability to make and maintain 
relationships (Miller, 1976) and the mother-daughter relationship provides the 
template for developing the capacity for empathy and connection (Surrey, 1984).
Surrey defined three key elements as being centra! to understanding mother-daughter 
relationships: (a) A daughter is motivated to be connected to her mother and there is an 
early attentivenesi to the feeling states of her mother; (b) There is an increasing 
ability for mutual empathy as the mother responds to the daughter’s attentiveness, and 
reciprocates with complementary interest in the daughter’s feeling states; (c) There is 
shared emotional and cognitive understanding between the two which results in mutual
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empowerment. Both are invested in the well-being of the other, and in taking care of the 
relationship between them. According to Surrey, part of learning to be a ’good enough’ 
daughter involves learning to be a 'good enough’ mother or 'empathic relator' to one's 
mother. In the relationship, it becomes as important to understand as to be understood. 
The direction of growth for the daughter is toward increased differentiation (not 
separation) in relationship to her mother. Over time, the daughter may want to change 
the form and content of the relationship but not break the emotional connections to her 
mother.
The challenge in the relationship is for authenticity of the participants while still 
maintaining connectedness. This requires risk, conflict and expression of genuine 
feelings, including anger. Miller (1986) suggests that women need to reclaim conflict, 
and that it is not only inevitable, but the source of growth in relationships. During 
adolescence, conflict functions to maintain the connectedness between mother and 
daughter (Kaplan and Klein,1991).
Clearly, there are a number of different accounts tor the conflict in mother- 
daughter relationships. It may be that one conceptualization has more ‘’truth" than 
another, but it is likely that how a particular daughter and a particular mother account 
for their positive or negative interaction will affect how they experience their 
relationship. Conflict may not be bad for the relationship, but blaming can be expected 
to be associated with dissatisfaction with the relationship.
Developmental Issues
Cohler (1986) contends that it is problematic to attempt to study issues of adult 
development using concepts based on early childhood constructions. The issues which 
initially foster conflict between a young girl and her mother may be very different from 
the issues which perpetuate conflict between these two women in later years. A 
formulation of interpersonal processes that both acknowledges the formative influence of 
experiences in the first years of life, as well as takes into consideration that change 
occurs throughout adult life is necessary.
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Women’s roles change throughout the lifecycle (Cochran, 1985), and inevitably 
different challenges are presented in mother-daughter relationships at different points 
in time. Adolescence is seen by some as a point at which a daughter is likely to question 
and probably reject most of her mother’s ideas and accomplishments in order to achieve 
her own psychological separation, with separation viewed as a goal in psychological 
identity development (Cochran, 1985). Fischer (1981) speculated that adolescent 
daughters hold the most negative attitudes toward their mothers of any age group. Smith 
and Forehand’s (1986) study with 36 parent-daughter pairs who rated their perception 
of conflict in their relationships supported Fischer’s point. The daughters, who were 
between the ages of 10 and 14, reported more conflict with their mothers than their 
fathers, and the mothers evaluated daughters more negatively than did the fathers.
An adolescent daughter may attempt to resolve and use this conflict with her 
mother in such a way as to not disrupt the underlying qualities of affection and 
commitment in the relationship. In the process, she will make gains in her relational 
abilities across relationships (Kaplan & Klein, 1991). Typically, however, adolescence 
is considered a phase during which a daughter is likely to engage in conflict with her 
mother. With marriage and particularly with childbirth, a daughter is likely to resume 
some of her feelings of dependence and closeness with her mother. Mothers may welcome 
a chance to provide help and nurturance, or may respond with resentment at this new 
intrusion into her own independence. Baruch and Barnett (1983) say that "an era of 
good feelings" is likely to follow if the two are able to negotiate this phase in a mutually 
satisfactory way. They found that most women report getting along well with their 
mothers, and those who did not ask for child-care assistance from their mothers were 
even more positive about their relationships with them. The next likely phase in the 
relationship can be quite difficult, with caretaking responsibilities for elderly mothers 
generally assigned to daughters. A number of researchers have noted that in spite of the 
stress and challenges associated with caretaking, adult daughters and their elderly 
mothers manage to preserve close ties. They maintain "invisible loyalty" and mutual
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support and care in their relationship (Baruch & Barnett, 1983; Boszormenyi-Nagy & 
Spark, 1973; Cohler, 1986; Troll, 1987,1988),
There may be a shift, then, between early adult life and later adult life toward a 
more positive mother-daughter relationship. There is a change in the daughter’s 
experience of place in the life cycle that makes her outlook on life increasingly similar 
to that of her own mother (Neugarten,1979). Robbins (1990) explored the mother- 
daughter relationship from the perspective of a daughter's experience of her mother’s 
death. She interviewed ten women between the ages of 39 and 53, and attempted to 
elucidate how change occurred in their relationships. She suggests that there are five 
relatively progressive mid-life phases in the process of mourning and transformation, a 
process that may be triggered by a mother’s death but also refers to a coming to know 
one’s mother qualitatively differently: (a) a daughter is closely and uncritically 
identified with her mother and there is no conscious conflict; (b) the daughter feels very 
guilty if she begins to put more energy and time into pursuing her own interests, 
abandoning her mother; (c) this is a stage of anger, with mother and daughter likely 
entangled in conflict; (d) in this phase, although the daughter somewhat recognizes the 
cultural factors and limitations that affected her mother's reality, she still blames her 
mother for not handling her life differently, and for their interactions; and (e) in this 
finai phase, the daughter is able to see her mother as a person in her own right, to see 
the historical and cultural influences on both their lives, and to experience compassion 
and respect for her mother. Of particular importance for the progression through these 
phases is the capacity for contextual thinking, or the ability to “. . . understand how 
mother-daughter interactions are profoundly shaped by the dynamics of the entire 
family system, a system that is situated in a socio-cultural and religious/mythical 
context" (Robbins, 1990, pp. 57-58).
Summary
Despite the numerous theories, few empirical studies have been conducted. There 
is much more to learn about mother-daughter relationships, whether such relationships
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are smooth or turbulent, whether conflict is problematic or a necessary part of the 
process of authentic connection, whether conflict varies predictably across the lifespan, 
and what the source of the conflict is. An attributional analysis is one way of looking at 
how mothers and daughters themselves account for their experiences of one another, 
whether conflictual or positive, across time, and from the differing perspectives of 
mother or daughter. The question of whether such an analysis is an appropriate 
paradigm for the mother-daughter relationship needs to be addressed. Although an 
association has been demonstrated between relationship satisfaction and attributions in 
couples, the mother-daughter relationship is a female-female relationship, unlike the 
female-male relationship generally studied in the couples’ research.
Surrey (1985) describes the mother-daughter relationship as one in which there 
is a holding of the other as part of the self, and as we have seen, many writers talk about 
the identification with one another that occurs in the dyad. In a sense, then, attributions 
about the other can be attributions about the self in the mother-daughter dyad. These 
are significant differences and require that the appropriateness of the attributional 
paradigm for the mother-daughter relationship be directly addressed.
As mentioned earlier, the adult mother-daughter relationship is one which at least 
at one point in the lives of both women was a hierarchical relationship. The 
responsibility inherent in the parent role early in life should undergo some 
transformation as the daughter reaches adulthood, and the relationship itself is likely to 
be subject to change over time. An attributional analysis is likely to be a snapshot of a 
mother and daughter’s perspective at one point in time, and not necessarily something 
that can generalize to their entire relationship across time. Are there developmental 
changes in the relationship that are evident in the attributional processes of a mother- 
daughter relationship? if a daughter does go through a process of transformation, 
eventually recognizing the psychological and cultural factors affecting her mother’s 
reality, shouldn’t this increased compassion and empathy be reflected in attributions in 
the mother-daughter relationship? Is the mother’s "fall from grace” inherent in our
36
society evident in a unidirectional asymmetry in the attributional processes in the adult 
mother-daughter relationship? Is the blaming of mothers sanctioned by society evident 
in the attributions daughters make about mothers?
The present study will attempt to address some of these questions through the 
following hypotheses:
attributions.
Hypothesis 2. The nature of attributions is associated with satisfaction in the adult 
mother-daughter relationship.
mother-daughter relationship and age.
Hypothesis 4. There is a negative correlation between distress maintaining 
attributions and age in the adult mother-daughter relationship.
Role (mother or daughter) is associated with satisfaction and
There is a positive correlation between satisfaction with the adult
METHOD
Research Participants
Research participants were 76 female students and 40 of their mothers. The 
students participated in this study in order to partially fulfill an introductory 
psychology course requirement at the University of North Dakota. In order to he eligible 
for participation, the students had to be women who had a living mother. When asked 
whether they were willing to allow their mothers to be contacted and invited to 
participate in the study, 62 daughters gave permission. Research credit was granted to 
students regardless of their mothers’ participation or their willingness to allow their 
mothers to be contacted. Forty of the 62 mothers returned questionnaires. A second set 
of questionnaires was sent to the 28 mothers who indicated that their own mothers were 
still alive. Of these, 19 returned the second set of questionnaires. A total of 135 sets of 
questionnaires were returned: 76 from daughters about their mothers, 40 from 
mothers about their daughters, and 19 from mothers about their mothers
Procedure
During their introductory psychology class, female students were invited to 
participate in this study and to sign up for a time to complete the questionnaires. Within 
one week of receiving the daughters’ permission to contact their mothers, the mothers 
were sent a packet of questionnaires and asked to participate. They were informed that 
their daughters had agreed to complete the same questionnaires regarding their 
relationship and were assured of confidentiality and anonymity. At no time did mothers 
or daughters have access to the others’ responses. The mothers were informed that this 
was a two-part study, were asked to complete one set of questionnaires regarding their 
relationship with their daughter, and were told that Part Two questionnaires would be 
mailed to them upon receipt ot their Part One questionnaires. They were eligible to
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participate in Part Two if their mothers were still living. Part Two consisted of an 
identical set of questionnaires regarding the mothers’ current relationship with their 
own mothers. Stamped envelopes to return the packet of questionnaires were provided. 
Two weeks after the questionnaire packets were mailed, a follow-up letter was sent to 
those mothers who had not yet returned the questionnaires.
Materials and Procedures
Each participant was asked to write down a description of a recent (within the past 
year) positive interaction with her mother or daughter and a recent negative interaction 
with her mother or daughter (real positive and real negative!. Next they were 
presented with two hypothetical situations, one in which a mother and daughter might be 
expected to conflict and one in which their interaction would be seen as positive 
(kVRQl hetical PQSitiKfc and hypothetical negative). (See Appendix B for the four 
interaction instruction's).
Participants in the study were asked to rate the hypothetical and real interactions 
presented to them on a 7-point semantic differential scale in terms of the extent to 
which they perceived each as a positive or negative interaction. For all four interaction 
descriptions (rea. positive, real negative, hypothetical positive, hypothotical negative), 
participants were asked to indicate what they believed to be the cause of the positive or 
negative interaction. They were also asked to respond to a set of questions regarding 
responsibility for and the nature of the causes they indicated. Specifically, they were 
asked to complete a modified version of the Causal Dimension Scale (CDS; Russell,
1982) for each of the four interactions, and to rate each interaction as to how positive 
or negative ii was. The responses to the modified Causal Dimension Scale (Attribution 
Scale) constituted the dependent measures. Items of the Attribution Scale resulted in the 
dependent measures of locus, stability, controllability, globality, and responsibility.
The presentations of the positive s, d negative interactions were counterbalanced 
within the hypothetical and real conditions (with real always presented first), in order 
to allow for later analyses to see if order of presentation affects the dependent and
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independent variables. Daughters were randomly assigned to the four order groups, and 
mothers were assigned to the same groups as their daughters. Order of presentation was 
not found to affect any of the dependent or independent variables, presented no useful 
information, and will not be discussed further.
The Satisfaction Scale, Social Desirability Scale, Demographic Questionnaire and 
Relationship Questionnaire were the last questionnaires completed by participants.
The hypothetical situations were developed with the assistance of 12 female 
graduate students enrolled in the Spring, 1993 Marriage and Family course in the 
Counseling Department of the University of North Dakota. They were asked in an 
audiotaped interview to describe a positive and negative interaction with their mothers. 
These recordings generated 12 vignettes from which major recurrent themes of positive 
and negative interactions were identified. Two hypothetical vignettes regarding 
interactions with daughters and two hypothetical vignettes regarding interactions with 
mothers were then construct-j I based on these themes (Appendix B).
Attribution Scale
One of the problems with attributional research using free-response formats is 
the difficulty of classifying attributional statements that are ambiguous. The Causal 
Dimension Scale (CDS) was developed by Russell (1982) to assess how an individual 
perceives the causes he or she has identified for an event, and asks the attributor to do 
the classifying. Three subscales are provided for the dimensions of locus of causality, 
stability, and controllability. Factor analytic-studies have provided support that these 
are the dimensions that underlie perceptions of causality (Meyer, I980).
Because the iiterature suggests that issues of blame tend to be salient in conflict in 
adult mother-daughter relationships, isolating responsibility attributions seems 
crucial. Causal attributions are those which determine what produced an event; 
responsibility attributions concern establishing accountability for the event once the 
causation is established (Fincham and Bradbury, I987). Russell’s (I982)
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controllability subscale consists of those items most relevant for the attribution of 
responsibility.
The review of attributional research conducted by Bradbury and Fincham (1990) 
identified c.lobalitv as the causal dimension most significant in maintaining distress in 
relationships. For these reasons, two items, one to assess responsibility attributions 
(item 11) and one to assess globaiity (item 10), were added to the nine basic items of 
the CDS, but handled separately in the data analysis.
The original 9 CDS attribution items followed Russell’s (I982) locus, stability, 
and controllability dimensions: 
locus -- item 1, 5 and 7 
stability-items 3, 6 and 8 
controllability-items 2, 4 and 9.
Locus refers to whether the cause was something about the attributor (internal) or 
outside the attributor (external): stability refers to whether the cause is constant over 
time or variable; controllability refers to whether the cause is changeable or intended. 
Further data analyses considered item 11 as a responsibility item, and item I0 in a 
separate category for globaiity. Globaiity refers to the extent to which the cause is 
perceived as influential in many situations or specific to the situation. Responsibility 
refers to the extent to which the attributor sees themselves or the other person in the 
interaction as being most responsible for the interaction being positive or negative.
The items, instructions, and scoring format are presented in Figure 1: Attribution 
Scale, see also Appendix D. Items 1 through 9 are from the Causal Dimension Scale.
Items I0 and 11 have been added for this study.
Russell (I982) provides internal consistency reliability estimates based on his 
three 3-item subscales of the Causal Dimension Scale. Alpha coefficients ranged from 
.73 to .87, with subscales correlating only slightly with one another (rs = .19 to .28). 
The nine items of the scale are constructed in a semantic differential format, and 
participants are asked to rate the items from 1 to 9.
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Figure 1. Attribution Scale
Instructions: Think about the reason you have written above. The items below concern 
your impressions or opinions of this cause of your interaction. Circle one number for 
each of the following scales.
1. Is the cause something that:
Reflects an aspect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Reflects an aspect of the
of yourself situation
2. Is the cause:
Controllable by 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Uncontrollable by you
you or other or other people
people
3. Is the cause something that is:
Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Temporary
4. Is the cause something:
Intended by you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Unintended by you or
or other people other people
5. Is the cause something that is:
Outside of you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Inside of you
6 Is the cause something that is:
Variable over 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Stable over time
time
7. Is the cause:
Something about you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Something about others
8. Is the cause something that is:
Changeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Unchanging
9. Is the cause something for which:
No one is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Someone is responsible
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responsible
10. Is the cause something that affects:
Many areas of your 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Few areas of your
relationship relationship
*11. Who is most responsible for this interaction being positive or negative? 
Your (mother) 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1  You are
(daughter) is
Note: *When asked about their daughters, the daughter form will be used ; when asked 
about their mothers, the mother form will be used.
Note: A total score for each of the 5 subscales is arrived at by summing the responses 
to the individual items as follows: (1) locus--ltems 1, 5, and 7; (2) stability-items 
3, 6, and 8; (3) controllability-items 2, 4, and 9; (4) globality-ltem 10; (5) 
responsibility-items 11. High scores on Subscales 1, 2, 3, and 4 indicate that the 
cause is perceived as external, stable, controllable, and global. High score on Subscale 
5 indicates that the other person in the interaction is perceived as more responsible for 
the interaction being positive or negative High scores on each of the Subscales represent 
more distress maintaining attributions for negative events, more relationship enhancing 
attributions for positive events. Low scores represent more relationship enhancing 
attributions for negative events, more distress maintaining attributions for positive 
events.
Satisfaction Scale
Participants were asked to complete an adapted satisfaction subscale of the Dyadic 
Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, I976) regarding their relationship with their mother 
or daughter (Figure 2: Satisfaction Scale, see also Appendix D). Spanier (I976) 
developed the DAS to assess the quality at a given point in time of marital relationships 
and close nonmarital sexual relationships. Four subscales were empirically established:
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dyadic satisfaction, dyadic consensus, dyadic cohesion, and affectional expression. The 
subscaies have adequate reliability and validity so that they can be used alone. For the 
purposes of this study, the ten items of the Dyadic Satisfaction subscale were adapted for 
use in assessing satisfaction in the adult mother-daughter relationship. The original 
Dyadic Satisfaction subscale has an internal consistency reliability estimate using 
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of .94. Figure 2 lists the original items of the DAS, the 
factor loading for each item on the Dyadic Satisfaction factor, and the revised items for 
this study.
The Satisfaction Scale in this study has a comparable internal consistency 
reliability estimate using Cronbach's coefficient alpha of .93. Inter-item correlations 
and item-total correlations were computed and are shown in Appendix A. Item-total 
correlations ranged from .54 to .86. The lowest item-total correlation and inter-item 
correlations were obtained for question 8, the item addressing how often mothers and 
daughters show affection to one another. Compared to the other items of this scale, 
question 8 may be more strongly affected by limited opportunity. These results taken 
together suggest a high degree of consistency in responding to the Satisfaction Scale 
items, and that the Satisfaction Scale is a fairly unidimensional measure.
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Figure 2. Satisfaction Scale
Satisfaction subscale from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale: 10 items of I0
items following the numbers 16-32 are from the oiiginal Dyadic Adjustment Scale.
liem? 1-10 .in parenthesis are the, items incliidgd..in.this.-§tu.dya
16. How often do you discuss or have you considered divorce, separation, or terminating 
your relationship?
(1. How often do you consider not having any contact with your (mother)(daughter))?
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
I7. How often do you or your mate leave the house after a fight?
(2. How often do you or your (mother)(daughter) abruptly leave or end a conversation 
after a fight?)
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
I8. In general, how often do you think that things between you and your partner are 
going well?
(3. in general, how often do you think that things between you and your
(rnother)(daughter) are going well?)
More
All Most of often Occa-
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
6 5 4 3 2 1
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19. Do you confide in your mate?
(4. Do you confide in your(mother)(daughter)?
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
6 5 4 3 2 1
20. Do you ever regret that you married?
(5. Do you ever regret that you have the (mother)(daughter) that you have?)
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
21. How often do you and your partner quarrel?
(6. How often do you and your (mother)(daughter) argue?)
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
22. How often do you and your mate “get on each other’s nerves?"
(7. How often do you and your (mother)(daughter) “get on each other’s nerves?'
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
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23. Do you kiss your mate?
(8. Do you show affection toward your (mother)(daughter)?
Almost Occa
Every Day Every Day sionally Rarely Never
5 4 3 2 1
31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your 
relationship. The middle point, "happy," represents the degree of happiness in most 
relationships. Please circle the dot which best describes the degree of happiness, all 
things considered, of your relationship.
(9. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your 
relationship with your (mother)(daughter). The middle point, "happy," represents the 
degree of happiness in most mother-daughter relationships. Please circle the dot which 
best describes the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.)
1 2 3 4 5 6 1i
Extrem ely Fairly A little Happy Very Extrem ely
U nhappy U nhappy U nhappy Happy Happy Perfect
32. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of 
your relationship?
(10. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of 
your relationship with your (mother)(daughter)?
_6_l want desperately for my relationship with my (mother)(daughter) to go 
well, and would g o  to almost any length to see that it does.
_5_i want very much for my relationship with my (mother)(daughter)to go 
well, and will do all I can to see that it does.
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_4_l want very much for my relationship with my (mother)(daughter)to go 
well, and will do m y fair share to see that it does.
_3_lt would be nice if my relationship went well, but I c a n ’t do  m uch more 
than I am doing now to help it be satisfying.
_2_lt would be nice if it went well, but I refuse to do  a n y m ore than I am  
doing  now for the relationship.
_1_My relationship with my (mother)(daughter) can never be satisfying , and 
there is no m ore that I can dolor the relationship.
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Form C )
This is a 13-item version of Crowne and Marlowe's (1964) social desirability 
scale developed by Strahan and Gerbasi (I972), (Appendix D). It addressed the extent to 
which other measures in this study were influenced by the participants' tendency to 
present themselves in a socially acceptable manner. Using the Kuder-Richardson 
Formula 20, the internal consistency reliability of the scale was estimated to be .76 and 
it had a .93 correlation with the full-scale Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 
(Strahan & Gerhasi, I972).
Demographic Questionnaire
Mothers and daughters completed a demographic questionnaire (Appendix D) 
addressing family composition, living circumstances, income, education, occupation, and 
reports of various types of support given to and received from each other.
Relationship Questionnaire
The final questionnaire in the packet was presented as optional (Appendix D), and 
the women were given a separate envelope for mailing it. This questionnaire included 
open-ended questions ior data analyses in the future. However, one item was used to help 
substantiate the validity ot the Satisfaction Scale: "Please briefly describe your 
relationship with your daughter (or mother)."
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Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were proposed:
Hypothesis 1. Role (mother or daughter) is associated with attributions and with 
satisfaction.
Hypothesis la . Daughters will report less satisfaction with their relationship 
with their mothers than mothers will report with their daughters.
Hypothesis 1b. Daughters will differ from mothers in attributions and will make 
more distress-maintaining and less relationship enhancing attributions than will 
mothers.
Hypothesis 2. The nature of attributions is associated with satisfaction in the adult 
mother-daughter relationship.
between satisfaction and attribution subscale scores: locus, stability, controllability, 
globality, and responsibility.
Hypothesis 2b. For negative interactions, there will be a negative correlation 
between satisfaction and attribution subscale scores: locus, stability, controllability, 
globality, and responsibility.
Hypothesis 3. There is a positive correlation between satisfaction with the adult 
mother-daughter relationship and age.
Hypothesis 3a. Satisfaction will be positively correlated with the mother’s age.
Hypothesis 3b. Satisfaction will be positively correlated with the daughter’s age.
Hypothesis 4. There is a relationship between attributions and age in the adult 
mother-daughter relationship.
Hypothesis 4a. There is a negative correlation between distress maintaining 
attributions and the mother’s age.
Hypothesis 4b. There is a negative correlation between distress maintaining
For positive interactions, there will be a positive correlation
attributions and the daughter's age.
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Hypothesis 4c. There is a positive correlation between relationship-enhancing 
attributions and the mothers' age.
Hypothesis 4d. There is a positive correlation between relationship-enhancing 
attributions and the daughters’ age.
Data Analyses
To test Hypotheses 1, the data on total Satisfaction scores were analyzed by 
calculating an independent sample t-tests for a!! mothers and daughters, and a t-test tor 
single-sample matched pairs within the 39 mother-daughter dyads. Individual 
Satisfaction Scale items were analyzed by multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 
to determine whether being a mother or daughter resulted in any significant differences 
at the individual item level. Univariate analyses were then done on the individual ten 
items of the Satisfaction Scale.
For Hypothesis 1b, five separate univariate analyses of the role main effect were 
conducted, each at an a = .02, for an overall a < .10. F .̂r each of the five attribution 
subscales, the data were analyzed in a 3-factor 2 x 2 x 2  univariate design with repeated 
measures on 2-factors i.e., role (mother vs. daughter) x condition (real vs. 
hypothetical) x valence (positive vs. negative) ANCVA, with the last two factors 
constituting the repeated measures. The Attribution Scale scores (locus, stability, 
controllability, globality, and responsibility) served as dependent measures repeated 
across four trials: real positive, real negative, hypothetical positive, and hypothetical 
negative. Main effects determined whether responses varied as a function of role 
(mother vs. daughter), event (real vs. hypothetical) or valence of interaction (positive 
vs. negative). Additional Tukey’s HSD tests were run to clarify some of the 
relationships.
Pearson product moment correlations were calculated to test Hypotheses 2, 3, and 
4. For each of the four interactions (real positive, real negative, hypothetical positive, 
and hypothetical negative), correlations were computed between satisfaction with the 
mother-daughter relationship and each of the five attribution variables (locus,
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stability, controllability, globaiity and responsibility). Correlations were calculated 
between both the mothers’ age and the daughters’ age and satisfaction. Correlations were 
also calculated between mothers’ and daughters' ages and each of the five attributions 
variables for all four types of interactions.
For each of the four interaction conditions, standard multiple regression analyses 
were used to test Hypothesis 2 to determine how much of the variance in Satisfaction is 
accounted for by the attribution items, while controlling for the effect of rated valence 
and social desirability. The independent variables were the Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale total score, rated valence for each of the interactions, and the 
Attribution Scale subscales (locus, stability, controllability, globaiity and 
responsibility). The dependent variable was the Satisfaction Scale score.
RESULTS
The results are presented in five parts. The first section presents the results 
addressing the relationship between role (being a mother or daughter) and satisfaction, 
followed by the results addressing the relationship between role and the nature of 
attributions. Results of the third section deal with the relationship between satisfaction 
and the nature of attributions. In the fourth section, age of mothers and daughters and its 
effect on both satisfaction and attributions are presented. The final section presents the 
results from the Demographic Questionnaire in which mothers and daughters reported 
giving and receiving different types of support to and from one another. Additional 
demographic information is included in Appendix E.
Role and Satisfaction
It will be recalled that mothers and daughters are expected to differ in their 
reported levels of satisfaction in their relationship with one another. (Hypothesis 1a. 
Daughters will report less satisfaction with their relationship with their mothers than 
mothers will report with their daughters.) F rst the data were analyzed to determine 
whether the 62 daughters who gave permission for their mothers to be contacted ( M  = 
44.61) differed from the 14 daughters who did not give such permission (M  = 40.86), 
and no difference was found, t{74) = 1.54, p  < .128. When the satisfaction scores of 
the 40 daughters whose mothers participated in the study {M  = 45.51) were compared 
to the 22 daughters’ satisfaction scores whose mothers did not participate in the study 
( M  = 43.09), no difference was found, f(60) = 1.22, p  < .226. These two findings 
lend support to the interpretation that when mothers ( M  = 48.04) reported more 
satisfaction than daughters ( M  = 43.92), the difference f(113) = 2.81, p  < .006, 
was associated with their role (mothe' vs. daughter) rather than a selection artifact.











10 daughtar mother 
ROLE
glfl.&Eg—1*. Daughters' and Mothers‘ Satisfaction
Scores. Daughters, n = 76; mothers, n = 39. 
SATISTOT = total Satisfaction Scale score.
Within the 39 pairs of mothers and daughters in which both a mother’s (M  = 
48.04) and a daughter's (M  = 45.51) satisfaction score was available for the dyad, this 
difference, t{38) = 3.27, p  < .002, between mothers’ and daughters’ scores was 
significant. The correlation between mothers’ and daughters’ scores was r  = .69, p  < 
.002 .
Satisfaction Scale scores were matched to narrative responses to “Please briefly 
describe your relationship with your mother (or daughter)’’ from the Relationship 
Questionnaire. This helps to make more meaningful a mean score, and scores 1 and 2 
standard deviations above and below the mean on the Satisfaction Scale. Narratives for 
daughters and mothers are displayed in Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 1
Daughters’ Satisfaction Scores and Narrative
S D  Satisfaction Score Narrative
-2S D  2 7 Mom has very little control of emotions or personal discipline-her 
needs are foremost. She laces her statements in perpetual lies or 
exaggeration. I would increase the physical distance between us. 
Presently I need to live with my mother, so, I'm more vulnerable to 
her mood whims. (Last night she) came into my room at 4 am and 
told me she wanted the children and I to get out so she could have more 
room-called me a liar and a cheat because I hadn’t gotten a job and 
went back to school-and I was staying with her too long (4 months).
-1 S D  3 5 We fight alot, yet I know it’s because we are a lot alike. Feb. 16th
was the first time I’ve talked to her in over a month because of an 
argument we had over Christmas. She's not accepting the fact I’m 
growing up, away from home, drinking, etc.
-1 SD 3 6 Since I live at home, we always argue over rny doing more things
around the home. In the process, she complains that I don’t do 
enough, and I get angry because I’m not always home.
-1SD 3 6 My relationship with my mother is probably average. We aren’t
really close, yet we don’t constantly fight. I guess we get along better 
when we are separated. My mother doesn’t approve of the time I 
spend with my boyfriend and we often dispute over it.
M 44 My mom has always been a close friend and confidante. She has also
provided a lot of emotional support in the past.
My mom is my best friend. She’s always there for me and we usually 
get along. There are points we disagree on and that’s the only time we 
don’t really get along. Plus, if I forget to respect her or vice versa, 
it gets hard to get along but that is the same as a friendship. I tell my 
mom almost everything. Some stuff I don't tell her because she’ll be 
hurt or disappointed in me. We’re very honest with each other.
She loves me and only wants what’s best for me.
She’s very open about what she thinks which has made me the same 
way. We know what’s on each others’ minds. If she was a little more 
emotional, like I am, maybe she’d understand me better. I used to 
hate that I was as strong-willed and opinionated as my mom, but I’ve 
come to accept it.
My mother and I have a wonderful relationship. She is my best 
friend. I can count on her whenever I need her. She is always willing 
to be there for me and I’m there for her. She trusts me with the 
decisions I make and the things I do and always encourages me in 
whatever I decide. I can tell her anything and she’s not judgmental of 




Mothers’ Satisfaction Scores and Narrative
S D  Satisfaction Score Narrative
-2 S D  3 7 Not as close as I see some of her friends having. She wants to keep a 
lot from me. Our relationship is still very much on her terms-but 
I feel it will improve with age--it reminds me a lot of my 
relationship with my own mother--she koows she can fall back on 
me, but I "bug" her. I cramp her style.
-2 S D  3 8 We talk alot but also fight alot. In the last 2 1/2 years we have had
many non-speaking times. I feel she is very selfish and immature 
and she feels I’m overly protective. She thinks she's the most 
important person in the family. No respect.
- 1SD 4 2 lam  very proud of my daughter although I feel inferior to her. I
wish we could get along better and be good friends.
M  4 8 I feel fortunate and positive about my daughter and love her very
much.
M  4 8 Basically, I feel that my daughter and I have a good relationship as we 
are able to talk to each other. At this age the need for freedom and 
privacy is great and sometimes conflict with the closeness we have. I 
am a mother first and friend second, I guess. I feel very fortunate to 
have a daughter like her.
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M  48 I wish we lived closer to each other. My daughter is not a very good 
letter writer and we feel we can not call too often. I worry about her. 
I know ii s been hard. I pray her schooling goes well for her and she 
can get financially independent.
M  48 We have been through a lot. I feel we are friends as well as mother 
and daughter. We are very close.
+ 1S D  5 3 We have a great friendship, open communication and trust with 
respect for one another’s opinions.
+ 1SD 5 3 She is the light of my life--l feel so lucky to have her--l think our 
relationship is positive. I like hanging around with her and having 
her company; I like hearing her viewpoint on things.
+2 SD 56 I feel we have a very good relationship--that we share our feelings 
with each other. She has been a real joy. She looks at things 
differently and i find that interesting. She definitely has a mind of 
her own.
The data were analyzed using MANOVA to determine whether being a mother or 
daughter results in any significant differences in the ten individual items of the 
Satisfaction Scale, and a multivariate main effect was found for role, F(10,104) =
3.27, p  < .001. Univariate analysis showed that mothers and daughters differed in 
their responses to six of the ten questions. Only one mother acknowledged ever 
regretting having the daughter she has, but daughters were more likely to regret having 
their particular mother, F(1,113) = 13.23, p < .001, (Item 5). Similarly, 
daughters considered not having contact with their mothers more than mothers
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considered not having contact with their daughters, F(1,113) = 12.79, p < .001,
(Item 1). Daughters were more willing than mothers to acknowledge that they got “on 
each other’s nerves," F(1,113) = 6.80, p  < .0 1 , (Item 7). Mothers claimed to show 
more affection toward their daughters, F( 1,113) = 6.74, p  < .011 , (Item 8 ), to be 
more optimistic about the future of their relationship with their daughter, F(1,113) = 
7.07, p < .009, (item 10), and to be generally happier with this relationship,
F(1,113) = 4.74, p < .032, (Item 9). Table 3 reports the mean responses for all of 
the Satisfaction Scale items for mothers and daughters.
Role and Attributions
The effect of being a mother or daughter on attributions was explored. (Hypothesis 
1b . Daughters will differ from mothers in attributions and will make more distress- 
maintaining and less relationship enhancing attributions than will mothers.) Distress- 
maintaining attributions were defined as higher scores on the attribution variables for 
negative interpersonal events; relationship-enhancing attributions were defined as 
higher scores on the attribution variables for positive interpersonal events.
It is important to consider two issues in addressing the question of whether 
attribution responses vary as a function of being a mother or daughter. First, there 
were five dependent attribution measures for each person in each group. Each 
attribution measure was postulated to be conceptually independent of one another. The 
question of group differences pertains to whether each of the attribution measures was 
affected by role, rather than whether role affects some linear composite of the 
attribution measures. Therefore, five separate univariate analyses of the role main 
effect were conducted, each at an a = .0 2 , for an overall a <.10 .
For each of the five attribution subscales, the data were analyzed in a 3-factor 2 x 
2 x 2 univariate design with repeated measures on 2-factors i.e., role (mother vs. 
daughter) x condition (real vs. hypothetical) x valence (positive vs. negative) ANOVA, 
with the last two factors constituting the repeated measures. Table 4 reports the mean 
attribution scores and standard deviations for five types of attribution variables (locus,
Table 3
Mean Scores. SD. for Daughters and Mothers on the Satisfaction Scale: Items and Total Score
Satisfaction Scale Item
Total
Role Score** 1** 2 3 4 5 *  * 6 7* 8 * 9* 10*
Daughter3
Mean 43.92 4.99 4.25 4.62 4.05 5.32 4.34 3.97 3.18 4.50 4.70
SD 8.31 1.24 1.37 .99 1.34 1 .0 2 .82 .91 .76 1 .36 .89
Mother^
Mean 48.04 5.74 4.71 4.76 4.23 5.92 4.49 4.44 3.58 5.05 5.10
SD 5.32 .64 1.11 .83 .99 .27 .76 .8 8 .78 1 .1 2 .45
Note. Maximum total Satisfaction Scale score = 60. Maximum item scores = 6 for all items except item 9 = 7 and item 5 =
8. High scores are associated with greater satisfaction.
an = 76. bn = 3 9 , (one mother did not complete the Satisfaction Scale).
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Attribution Scores under Four Interpersonal Interaction Conditions
Table 4
Role liPCM? Stable Control Global Besp-OJ.sibiJ.ity
Attributions for Real-Positive Interactions
Daughters 13.00 16.38 20.29 2 0 . 6 8 17.49
n = 76 (5 .72 ) (7 .3 6 ) (5 .6 3 ) ( 6 .6 6 ) (5 .5 1 )
Mothers 12.05 17.71 20.89 19.58 16.10
n = 38 (5 .82 ) (6 .48 ) (5 .9 8 ) (7 .37 ) (5 .5 5 )
Attributions for Hvoothetical-Positive Interactions
Daughters 11.81 16.79 2 0 . 2 0 21.84 16.16
n = 75 (5 .35 ) (7 .3 5 ) (4 .6 1 ) ( 6 . 1 1 ) (5 .5 8 )
Mothers 11.13 19.1 1 2 1 . 1 1 21.08 15.73
n = 37 (4 .9 7 ) ( 6 .8 8 ) (5 .5 5 ) (7 .43 ) (5 .1 7 )
Attributions for Real-Neqative Interactions
Daughters 14.19 1 1.41 16.27 15.57 14.14
n = 73 (6 .4 8 ) (5 .55 ) (4 .9 1 ) (8 .58) (8 .5 2 )
Mothers3 14.79 10.79 15.97 13.54 16.45
n = 33 (6 .1 3 ) (5 .09 ) (5 .3 1 ) (7 .04) (5 .0 4 )
Attributions for HvDOthetical-Neaative Interactions
Daughters 13.66 I 1.89 16.59 15.85 15.69
n = 74 (5 .92 ) (6 .4 2 ) (4 .8 9 ) (8 .17 ) (5 .9 9 )
Mothers3 13.97 10.41 16.66 13.41 13.59
n = 32 (5 .67 ) (5 .40 ) (3 .8 1 ) (7 .31 ) (6 .1 4 )
Note. Higher scores indicate that the cause of the interaction is perceived as external to 
oneself, more stable, controllable, global, and the responsibility of the other person. 
aSeveral mothers failed to respond to negative interactions, stating that such 
interactions had never occurred between them and their daughters.
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stability, controllability, glob:*litv, and responsibility) made by mothers and daughters 
in response to the four interpersonal interaction conditions (positive-real, positive- 
hypothetical, negative-real, negative-hypothetical).
Table 5 reports the ANOVA summary table for the locus attributions, with valence 
and condition as repeated measures. A significant main effect was found for valence on 
the locus attributions, F(1,100) = 7.49, p < .007, (/Wpos = 12.00; /Wneg =
14.15), indicating that the causes of positive events were seen as more internal to 
oneself than were the causes of negative events. A significant main effect was not 
obtained for role on locus attributions.
Table 5
M a ivsia .of Variance Summary Table for Locus Attributions, with Valence and Conditions
as. Repeated Measures
Source df Sum of Squares F P
Role3 1 .83 .0 2 .900
Valence*3 1 246.56 7.49 .007*
Condition0 1 57.86 3.41 .068
Role x Valence 1 8.29 .25 .617
Role x Condition 1 .01 .01 .978
Valence x Condition 1 10.65 .36 .548
Role x Valence 1 5.59 .19 .663
x Condition
aRole has two levels, mother and daughter. ^Valence has two levels, positive and 
negative. cCondition has two levels, real and hypothetical.
*p < .02.
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However, a second important issue to consider in addressing the function of role in 
attributions involves the direction of scoring and wording on the locus attribution 
questions. For locus attributions, the higher the score, the more likely it is that a 
mother or daughter attributed the causes of an interaction to something externai to her. 
Figure 4 shows how the causes of positive events were more likely to be seen as internal 
to oneself than the causes of negative events, regardless o f whether one is responding as 
a m other o r daughter. It will be recalled that the attribution items were rated on a 9- 
point scale, with “5" representing the mid-point. Locus, stability, and controllability 
subscales are each comprised of three items. (For comparability purposes, the one- 
item scores on globality and responsibility were multiplied by three.) Therefore, on the 
locus subscale, any score below 15 is one in which one is tending toward internal rather 
than external attributions, and all mean locus scores (for mothers or daughters, on 
interactions that were real or hypothetical, positive or negative) were less than 15.
For example, at the individual item level, a mother might rate Question 1 of the 
Attribution Questionnaire, (Is the cause something that: reflects an aspect of yourself 1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  reflects an aspect of the situation) with a "2". She is seeing 
herself as the cause of an interaction. Her daughter might make the same rating, also 
perceiving herself to be the cause of the same interaction. Therefore, lack of difference 
in the mean scores between mothers and daughters on locus attributions means that both 
mothers and daughters were claiming to be the cause of the interaction, in contradiction 
with one another. Both mothers and daughters were claiming, "The cause is inside me." 
Although they did not differ in their locus attribution responses, within a mother- 





Mean Scores for Locus Attributions 
for Daughters and Mothers under all four 
Interaction Conditions.
Table 6 reports the ANOVA summary table for the stability attributions, with 
valence and condition as repeated measures, A significant main effect was found for 
valence on the stability attributions, F(1,100) = 45.89, p < .001, (A-fpos = 17.50; 
M neg  = 11.12), indicating that the causes of positive events were seen as more stable 
than were the causes of negative events. For both mothers and daughters, regardless of 
whether the interaction was real or hypothetical, the mean for stability attributions for 
positive interactions was more than 15. This suggests that the causes of positive events 
were being seen as stable, but the causes of negative events were being seen as something 
that changes over time or is temporary. Figure 5 graphically represents this.
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Table 6
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Stability Attributions, with Valence and
Conditions as Repeated Measures
Source df Sum of Squares F P
Role3 1 .05 .01 .974
Valence^ 1 2778.60 45.89 . 0 0 1 *
Condition0 1 16.71 .56 .455
Role x Valence 1 98.48 1.63 .205
Role x Condition 1 .24 .01 .928
Valence x Condition 1 3.80 . 1 2 .727
Role x Valence 
x Condition
1 3.80 . 1 2 .727
aRole has two levels, mother and daughter. bValence has two levels, positive and 







figure 5, Mean Scores for Stability Attributions
for Daughters and Mothers under all Four 
Interaction Conditions.
Table 7 reports the ANOVA summary table for the controllability attributions, 
with valence and condition as repeated measures. A significant main effect was found for 
valence on the controllability attributions, F(1,100) = 44.32, p < .001, (M p OS =
20.62; M neg = 16.37), indicating that the causes of positive events were seen as more 
controllable than were the causes of negative events. However, because the mean scores 
were greater than 15, the causes of all events, regardless of valence, tended to be seen as 
controllable rather than unintended. Figure 6 graphically represents this pattern of 
controllability attribution mean scores.
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Table 7
A nalysis of Variance Summary Table for Controllability Attributions, with Valence and
Conditions as Repeated Measures
Source d f Sum of Squares F  P
Role3 1 .03 .01 .979
Valence* 3 1 1246.28 44.32 . 0 0 1
Condition0 1 8 . 2 0 .52 .471
Role x Valence 1 6.05 .2 2 .645
Role x Condition 1 1.07 .07 .795
Valence x Condition 1 .91 .05 .820
Role x Valence 1 .13 .01 .932
x Condition
aRole has two levels, mother and daughter. ^Valence has two levels, positive and 
negative. cCondition has two levels, real and hypothetical.
*p < .02 .
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j’icmre 6. Mean Scores for Controllability 
Attributions for Daughters and Mothers 
under all Four interaction Conditions.
Table 8 reports the ANOVA summary table for the globality attributions, with 
valence and condition as repeated measures. A significant main effect was found for 
valence on the controllability attributions, F(1,100) = 37.34, p < .0 0 1 , (M p OS = 
20.80; Mneg = 14.60), indicating that the causes of positive interpersonal events were 
seen as more global than were the causes of negative interpersonal events. Figure 7 
graphically represents this, showing that the causes of positive events were more likely 
to be seen as affecting many areas of the mother-daughter relationship, than the causes 
of negative events, which were judged as circumscribed in their impact on the 
relationship. The difference between mothers’ and daughters’ globality attribution mean 
scores approaches significance, F(1,100) = 3.53, p < .063.
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Table 8
Analysis Of Variance Summary Table for Globalitv Attributions, with Valence and
Conditions as Repeated Measures
Source df Sum of Squares F P
Role3 1 299.22 3.53 .063
Valence*3 1 2714.01 37.34 .0 0 1 *
Condition0 1 33.42 1.04 .310
Role x Valence 1 3.42 .05 .829
Role x Condition 1 1.65 .05 .821
Valence x Condition 1 24.96 .8 8 .350
Role x Valence 
x Condition
1 .25 .01 .925
aRole has two levels, mother and daughter. ^Valence has two levels, positive and 







Figure 7. Mean Scores for Globality Attributions
for Daughters and Mothers for all Four 
Interaction Conditions.
Table 9 reports the ANOVA summary table for responsibility attributions, with 
valence and condition as repeated measures. A significant interaction effect was found 
for role x valence x condition on the responsibility attributions, F(1,100) = 6.22, p  
= .014, indicating that there was an interaction between role, valence and condition in 
mothers and daughters’ attribution of responsibility for their interpersonal events with 
one another. Figure 8 shows that the pattern of responses to positive and negative 
events, and to hypothetical and real events, was different for mothers and daughters. 
However, post hoc comparisons among the means using the Tukey HSD method revealed 
no significant differences between mothers and daughters on responsibility attributions, 
all ps > .05. Both mothers and daughters, in contradiction with one another, were more 




Ang|vsis_of_V_ariance Summary Table for Responsibility Attributions, with Valence and
Conditions as Repeated Measures
Source df Sum of Squares F P
Role3 1 12.19 .26 .613
Valence* 3 1 248.65 7.01 .009*
Condition0 1 34.19 1.08 .302
Role x Valence 1 29.48 .83 .364
Role x Condition 1 80.78 2.54 .114
Valence x Condition 1 .06 .01 .969
Role x Valence 1 227.17 6 . 2 2 .014*
x Condition
aRole has two levels, mother and daughter. ^Valence has two levels, positive and 
negative. cCondition has two levels, real and hypothetical.






Figure 8. Mean Scores for Responsibility
Attributions for Daughters and Mothers 
under all Four Interaction Conditions.
The finding cf no significant main effect for role on responsibility attributions 
means that both mothers and daughters were equally attributing the most responsibility 
for an interpersonal event being positive or negative to the other person. Although it is 
true that role by itself did not make a difference in responsibility attributions, the 
responsibility dimension of attributions is similar to the locus dimension in that the 
wording and direction of scoring is important for the interpretation of the meaning of the 
lack of numerical difference. As in the locus attributions, for responsibility 
attributions, the higher the score, the more likely it is that a mother or daughter is 
attributing responsibility for the interpersonal event to the other person. A mother who 
rates an interpersonal event with "9" on the responsibility question is perceiving her 
daughter as being most responsible for the event; a daughter who rates the same 
interpersonal event with a “9'' is perceiving her mother as most responsible for the
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event. Lack of a numerical difference in the mean scores on the responsibility dimension 
is indicative of a difference in perception as to who is most responsible for the 
interpersonal event. In order to numerically represent this difference in perception 
between mothers and daughters, and to ascertain its statistical significance, further 
analysis and a different scoring for each group was done. For this analysis, mothers’ 
responsibility attributions (Attribution Questionnaire item 11) were reverse scored. 
Under reverse scoring, responses of “9" by both a mother and daughter now represent 
agreement that the mother was most responsible for the interpersonal event. The 
resulting data were then analyzed in a 3-factor 2 x 2 x 2  univariate design with 
repeated measures on 2-factors i.e., role(mother vs. daughter) x condition (real vs. 
hypothetical) x valence (positive vs. negative) ANOVA, with the last two factors 
constituting the repeated measures. A significant main effect was obtained for role x 
valence on responsibility attributions, F(1,100) = 9.25, p = .003. See Table 10 for 
the ANOVA summary table for reverse scored responsibility attributions, and Table 11 
for the means and standard deviations for the reverse scored responsibility attributions. 
Figure 9 displays the significant role x valence interaction effect on mothers’ and 
daughters’ perceptions of who is the most responsible for interpersonal events.
Reverse scoring of mothers’ responsibility attributions is not without problems. 
Although the responsibility attribution item is worded in such a way that the reverse­
scoring of “your daughter is” (most responsible) could be interpreted as “you are“
(most responsible), it is not intended as such. Nor is there any guarantee that the 
metric is equivalent across all nine points of the scale. Nevertheless, reverse scoring 
emphasizes the difference in perception of responsibility that occurs when both mothers 
and daughters in the same dyad deny responsibility for an interaction. In fact, when 
mothers’ and daughters’ attribution responses were correlated with one another within 
the 39 dyads, their responsibility attributions were strongly related to one another.
For three of the four interaction conditions (real positive, real negative, and 
hypothetical negative), rs = .69, .49, and .61 respectively. This suggests that the
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AaatesiS-Pf. Variance Summary Table for Responsibility Attributions, with Valence and 
SfiDditipng as Repeated Measures, and with Responsibility Attributions Reverse Scored 
for Mothers
Table 10
Source d f Sum of Squares F P
Role3 1 203.94 4.47 .037
Valence* 3 1 1 0 . 1 2 .29 .592
Condition0 1 45.43 1.44 .232
Role x Valence 1 324.59 9.25 .003
Role x Condition 1 12.96 .41 .523
Valence x Condition 1 164.47 4.13 .045
Role x Valence 1 6.18 .16 .694
x Condition
Note. With responsibility attributions reverse scored for mothers, high scores for 
daughters indicate that they are attributing the responsibility for the interaction being 
positive or negative to their mothers; high scores for mothers indicate that they are 
attributing responsibility for the interaction being positive or negative to themselves.
aRole has two levels, mother and daughter. ^Valence has two levels, positive and 
negative. cCondition has two levels, real and hypothetical.
*p < .02.
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more strongly a mother or daughter attributed responsibility for an interaction to 
herself, the more likely her mother or daughter would also claim responsibility for the 
event.
o» RP-Real Positive
Flcrure 9.... Mean Scores for Responsibility Attributions 
for Daughters and Mothers under all Four Interaction 
Conditions, with Mothers' scores Reverse Scored.
High scores for daughters indicate that mothers are perceived 
as responsible; high scores for mothers indicate that mothers are perceived as responsible.
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Means and Standard Deviations (in Parentheses)Jor Daughters' anti Mothers’ 
Responsibility Attribution Scores under Four Interpersonal Event Conditions, with 
Mothers’ Scores Reverse Scored
Table 11
Role Interpersonal Event Condition
Real-Positive Real-Neaative
Daughters3 16.38 11.41
(7 ,36 ) (5 .5 5 )
Mothers^ 13.90 14.09
(5 .56 ) (5 .1 7 )
Hvpothetical-Positive HvDothetical-Neaative
Daughters 16.79 11.89
(7 .35) (6 .4 2 )
Mothers 14.27 16.41
(5 .17 ) (6 .1 4 )
aHigher scores for daughters indicate that the responsibility for the interpersonal event 
being positive or negative is perceived as belonging to their mothers. ^Higher scores for 
mothers indicate that the responsibility for the interpersonal event being positive or 
negative is perceived as belonging with themselves.
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In summary, the analyses indicated that the causes of positive interpersonal events 
were seen as being more internal, more stable, more controllable, and more global, 
than the causes of negative events. These findings replicate the self-enhancing bias 
found in research on marital relationships by Fincham, Bradbury, and Beach (1987) 
and extend it to the mother-daughter dyad. Positive events, however, were seen as more 
the responsibility of the other person in the mother-daughter dyad than were negative 
events. No effect was found for the hypothetical versus real interaction conditions, 
which is also consistent with the research on close interpersonal relationships.
Hypothesis lb (Daughters will differ from mothers in attributions and will make 
more distress-maintaining and less relationship enhancing attributions than will 
mothers) was not supported. A significant interaction effect of role by valence by 
condition suggested that the pattern of responsibility attribution responses to 
hypothetical vs real, and positive vs negative, interpersonal events differed for mothers 
and daughters. However, although there was a difference in the pattern of responsibility 
attributions between mothers and daughters, post hoc comparisons of means of 
responsibility attributions did not differ.
Although it was true that neither the locus or responsibility attribution mean 
scores differed between mothers and daughter, this lack of numerical difference was 
indicative of a difference in perception between mothers and daughters regarding the 
cause of positive and negative interpersonal events and the responsibility for the events. 
Using reverse scoring, a significant difference between mothers' and daughters’ 
perceptions of responsibility for interpersonal events was found. To repeat, mothers 
and daughters did not differ in the attributions they made; within a dyad, mothers and 
daughters did differ, however, in their perceptions of causal locus and responsibility for 
interpersonal events.
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Attributions and Relationship Satisfaction
Only some of the expected relationships between satisfaction and attributions were 
found in the data from this sample of mother-daughter relationships. The hypotheses 
were as follows:
Hypothesis 2a. For positive interactions, there will be positive correlations 
between satisfaction and the attribution subscale scores of locus, stability, 
controllability, globality, and responsibility.
Hypothesis 2b. For negative interactions, there will be negative correlations 
between satisfaction and the attribution subscale scores of locus, stability, 
controllability, globality, and responsibility.
A Pearson product moment correlation matrix was computed between the following 
variables to see if satisfaction with the mother-daughter relationship was related to 
seeing the causes of positive interactions (hypothetical and real) as external, stable, 
controllable, global and the responsibility of the other person: Satisfaction Scale (total 
score) and Attribution variables locus, stability, controllability, globality, and 
responsibility. Correlations were also computed between satisfaction and the rated 
valence of the interaction for both the real and hypothetical interaction conditions. All 
p values reported here were obtained using the Bonferonni adjustment procedure, 
taking into consideration the correlations between satisfaction and the five attribution 
variables within each interaction condition, (SYSTAT, 1989). Within the real 
interaction condition, satisfaction was correlated with rated valence, ( r=  .60, p <
.001, 2-tailed), locus, (r  = -.37, p < .006, 2-tailed), stability ( r  = .27, p < .02, 
2-tailed) and controllability ( r  = .24, p < .05, 2-tailed). Similarly, for the 
hypothetical condition, satisfaction was correlated with rated valence, (r = .43, p <
.001, 2-tailed) locus, ( r = -.44, p < .001, 2-tailed), stability, { r  = .32, p <
.005, 2-tailed), and controllability ( r  = .23, p < .05, 2-tailed) (See Table 12). Of 
note is the failure to obtain the expected significant correlations between satisfaction and
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Table 12
Pe.arson Correlation Matrix of Attribution Subscales and Satisfaction for Positive 
Interactions (Real and Hypothetical)
Beal Positive Interaction
SATISTOT3 Valence Locus Stable Control Global Respons
Satistot 1 ..00
Valence . 6 0 * “ 1 .0 0
Locus 37 * * * - .1 5 1 .0 0
Stable .27* .16 - .5  1 * * * 1 . 0 0
Control .24* . 2 0 - .2 6 .03 1 . 0 0
Global .02 .0 2 - . 4 0 * * .4 1** .21 1 .0 0
Respons - . 0 2 .08 .19 -.1  3 - .0 6 -.18 1.00
LlyBotbetigal Positive interaction
SATISTOT3 Valence Locus Stable Control Global Respons
Valence . 4 3 * ’ * 1 .0 0
Locus 44 * * * - . 3 3 * 1 .0 0
Stable 32* .33* - . 4 9 * * * 1 . 0 0
Control 23* .3 8 * *
**01 . 3 7 * * 1 .0 0
Global 03 . 2 2 - .32 . 3 9 “ .42 1 .0 0
Respons - . 2 0 - .1 4 .27 -.1 9 .06 -.01 1.00
Note. n=111. Only correlations within the hypothetical and within the real interaction 
conditions are reported; Bonferroni adjusted probabilities take into consideration 
correlations between satisfaction and the attribution responses.within both the real and 
hypothetical interaction conditions. 
aSATISTOT = total Satisfaction Scale score.
‘ Bonferroni adjusted p  < 05; **p < .005; *“  p < .001.
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globality, or satisfaction and responsibility attributions. Also of note is that the 
correlation between relationship satisfaction and locus attributions for positive 
conditions was in the opposite direction than was expected. Satisfaction in the mother 
daughter relationship was associated with seeing the cause of a positive interaction as 
internal, rather than external; whereas in marital relationships, satisfaction is 
predicted by seeing the other person as the cause of positive interactions. Satisfaction 
was also associated with seeing the cause of the positive interaction as enduring and 
something which is voluntarily chosen. When the correlations between satisfaction and 
the attribution variables were computed separately for mothers and daughters, similar 
relationships were found.
A Pearson product moment correlation matrix was also computed for the following 
variables to see if satisfaction with the mother-daughter relationship was related to 
seeing the causes of negative interactions (hypothetical and real) as external, stable, 
controllable, global and the responsibility of the other person: Satisfaction Scale (total 
score) and Attribution variables locus, stability, controllability, globality, and 
responsibility. Correlations were also computed between satisfaction and the rated 
valence of the interaction for both the real and hypothetical interaction conditions. For 
both the negative real and hypothetical interactions, satisfaction was moderately 
correlated with rated valence, (rs = -.44 and -.35, ps < .023, two-tailed) stability,
(rs = -.40 and -.36, ps < .018, two-tailed), globality, (rs = -.57 and -.60, ps <
.001, two-tailed), and responsibility attributions (rs = -.23 and -.26, ps < .05, 
two-tailed) (See Table 13). These relationships were in the expected direction, but the 
expected correlations between satisfaction and locus, and between satisfaction and 
controllability attributions were not obtained. Satisfaction with the mother-daughter 
relationship was associated with attributing the cause of negative interactions to 
temporary conditions that affect a limited amount of the relationship, and are one’s own 
responsibility. Satisfaction was not found to be related to attributing the cause of
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Table 13
Pearson Correlation Matrix of Attribution Subscales and Satisfaction for Negative
interactions (Real and H ypothetica l
&eaiIig.aatiYe interaction
SATISTOT3 Valence Locus Stable Control Global Respons
Satistot 1 . 0 0
Valence . 4  4  * * * 1 . 0 0
Locus .05 .07 1 . 0 0
Stable -.40* .27 .13 1 . 0 0
Control .05 .06 -.06 - . 0 2 1 . 0 0
Global -.57*** 4 7 * * * -.07 .38** .07 1 . 0 0
Respons -.23* .26 .37* .26 - . 1 0 .17 1 . 0 0
Hvoothetical Neaative Interaction
SATISTOT3 Valence Locus Stable Control Global Respons
Valence - . 3 5 * 1 . 0 0
Locus .04 . 0 2 1 . 0 0
Stable -.36* . 2 0 .08 1 . 0 0
Control -.1 4 . 0 2 -.36* .07 1 . 0 0
Global -.60*** .44*** -.13 .42** .29 1 . 0 0
Respons -.26* .24 .40** .35* -.08 .34* 1 . 0 0
Note. n=101. Only correlations within the hypothetical and within the real interaction 
conditions are reported; Bonferroni adjusted probabilities take into consideration 
correlations across both the real and hypothetical interaction conditions. 
aSATISTOT = total Satisfaction Scale score.
‘ Bonferroni adjusted p  < 05; **p < .005; *** p  < .001.
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negative interactions to unintended causes. When correlations between satisfaction and 
the attribution variables were computed separately for mothers and daughters, similar 
relationships were found, except that mothers’ satisfaction was not related to 
responsibility attributions.
It is possible that variance in satisfaction can be accounted for primarily by the 
desire to present oneself in a socially acceptable manner or by how strongly positive or 
negative mothers and daughters rated the interactions they wrote about. To further 
clarify some of the relationships between satisfaction, attributions, the rated valence of 
the interactions, and social desirability, multiple regression analyses were used to 
determine how much of the variance in satisfaction was accounted for by the attribution 
items, while controlling for the effect of social desirability and rated valence on 
satisfaction. The independent variables were the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale score, the rated valence of the interaction, and the attribution variables. The 
dependent variable was the Satisfaction Scale score.
Given the bivariate correlation between social desirability and satisfaction of only 
.08 (p > .05), it is unlikely that the satisfaction score was affected by the desire to 
present oneself in a positive light. Table 14 presents the results of the regression 
analysis for the positive real interaction. As can be seen, social desirability contributed 
negligibly to satisfaction, f(105) = 1.15, p > .05, but rated valence was highly 
significant, /(105) = 7.33, p < .001. Locus attributions also accounted for a 
significant increment in the proportion of explained variance in satisfaction, /(1Q5) = 
3.19, p < .002, when all other variables were controlled for. The bivariate correlation 
between stability and locus attributions was significant, r- = - .51,p < .001, stability 
attributions did not account for a significant increment in explained variance in 
satisfaction beyond that explained by rated valence, locus and the other attribution 
items, f(105) = .95, p > .05. What this suggests is that there was considerable 
overlap in locus and stability attributions in accounting for the variance in satisfaction, 
and that their contribution to satisfaction is unique from how strongly positive the 
interaction was rated.
For the hypothetical positive condition, globality also accounted for a significant 
increment in the proportion of explained variance in satisfaction f(103) = -2.98, p < 
.004. (See Table 15).
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Table 14
Multifile. Regression with Social Desirability. Rated Valence, and Attributions for 
Bositiye Rea! !nteractions_asJVs, and Satisfaction Score as the Dependent Variable
Variable Tolerance3 b f p
Social Desirability .97 .07 .295
Rated Valence .89 .55 . 0 0 0 *
Locus .63 - .2 8 . 0 0 2 *
S tability .64 .08 .343
Controllability .85 .08 .308
Globality .74 - .1 5 .068
Responsibility .94 - . 0 2 .768
Note. f P  for all variables combined = .48.
Proportion of variance not shared with other variables in the equation. ^Significance of 





Multiple Regression with Social Desirability, Rated Valence, and Attributions for
Positive Hypothetical Interactions as IVs. and Satisfaction Score as the Dependent
Variable
Variable Tolerance3 b P15
Social Desirability .97 .01 .904
Rated Valence .79 .32 . 0 0 1  *
Locus .64 - .3 2 . 0 0 2 *
Stability .65 .14 .152
Controllability . 6 6 .04 .659
Globality .75 - .2 7 .004*
Responsibility .87 - .0 5 .589
Note. Z?2 for all variables combined = .35.
Proportion of variable not shared with other variables in the equation. ^Significance of 




Table 16 presents the results of the regression analysis for the negative real 
interaction. As was true for the positive interactions, social desirability contributed 
negligibly to satisfaction, t{97) = -1.01, p > .05, but the contribution from rated 
valence was significant, f(97) = -2.38, p < .019. When social desirability and the 
rated valence of the interaction were controlled for (as well as the other attribution 
items), globality and stability attributions each accounted for a significant increment in 
the proportion of explained variance of satisfaction, t{97) = -4.25, p < .001 and 
f(97) = -4.25, p < .038, respectively. Globality and stability attributions correlated 
moderately with one another, r -  .38, p <.007. Although each uniquely contributed 
something to the proportion of explained variance in satisfaction, there was some 
overlap between these two variables. Not surprisingly, globality correlated even more 
strongly with rated valence, r  = .47, p < .001.
For the hypothetical negative condition, neither valence nor stability accounted for 
significant increments in the proportion of explained variance in satisfaction ps < .05. 
(See Table 17).
Taken together the correlations between satisfaction and the five attribution 
variables, and the regression analyses, suggest that a satisfied person in the mother- 
daughter relationship was one who perceived the cause of a positive interaction as 
internal to oneself rather than external, and as something which was voluntarily chosen. 
A satisfied person seeing the cause as internal was also likely to see the cause as 
enduring. A satisfied mother or daughter was also likely to perceive the cause of a 
negative interaction as something which was temporary anu affecting a limited amount of 
the relationship. When the cause was perceived as temporary and limited in impact, a 
satisfied person was also likely to see the cause as one’s own responsibility.
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Table 16
Multiple Regression with Social Desirability. Rated Valence, and Attributions for
Negative Real Interactions as IVs. and Satisfaction Score as the Dependent Variable
Variable Tolerance3 b P*
Social Desirability .81 - 1 . 0 1 .315
Rated Valence .71 -2 .3 8 .019*
Locus .82 1.36 .176
Stability .81 - 2 . 1  1 .038*
Controllability .97 1.08 .284
Globality .67 -4 .2 5 . 0 0 0 *
Responsibility .6 6 - .70 .486
Note, f ?2 for all variables combined = .42.
Proportion of variable not shared with other variables in the equation. ^Significance of 





Multiple Regression with Social Desirability. Rated Valence, and Attributions for
Negative Hypothetical Interactions as IVs. and Satisfaction Score as the Dependent
Variable
Variable Tolerance3 b Pb
Social Desirability . 8 8 - .0 8 .370
Rated Valence .79 - . 1 1 .216
Locus . 6 8 .01 .942
Stability .73 - . 1 0 .287
Controllability .83 .01 .915
Globality .57 -.51 . 0 0 0 *
Responsibility .67 - .0 5 .637
Note. R 2 for all variables combined = .40.
Proportion of variable not shared with other variables in the equation. ^Significance of 




Age and Satisfaction in the i ...iher-Daughter Relationship
It was predicted that age would be associated with satisfaction in the adult mother- 
daughter relationship. (Hypothesis 3. There is a positive correlation between 
satisfaction with the adult mother-daughter relationship and age.
Hypothesis 3a. The mother’s satisfaction will be positively correlated with the 
mother’s age.
Hypothesis 3b. The daughter’s satisfaction will be positively correlated with the 
daughter’s age.)
The data did not support these hypotheses. Figure 3, as you may recall, showed the 
distribution of satisfaction scores for mothers and daughters. The distribution of age for 
the 39 mothers and 76 daughters is presented in two stem-and-leaf plots in Figures 10 
and 11. As you can see, the distribution of age of the daughters is positively skewed, 
with 50% of the daughters falling between the ages of 19 and 21.5
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The stem-and-leaf plots look like a sideways histogram. However, the stem-and- 
ieaf plots show the numerical values of the ages of the mothers and daughters. The digit 
on the left, the “stem", is the first number in the woman’s age. The digits to the right of 
the stem are the “leaves", represent the second digit in a woman's age, and show the 
number cf women with the corresponding age. For example, in Figure 10, the line "4 
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Figure 11. Stem and Leaf Plot of Age 
Distribution of Daughters.
The correlations obtained between age and satisfaction for daughters, r =  -.132, 
p > .05, and between age and satisfaction for mothers, r=  .172, p > .05, were not 
significant. Seven sen mothers had also responded in terms of their own relationships 
with their mothers. This provided a set of daughters with an age range that exceeded that 
of the 76 daughters. The distribution of ages for this group is shown in Figure I2. 
However, the correlation between age and satisfaction for these I7 daughters was not 
significant, r =  .158, p > .05, when considered separately as a group, or combined 









F i f l m r ? .. t? T Age Distribution of 17 Mothers 
Responding as Daughters.
Age and Attributions in the Mother-Daughter Relationships
The final set of hypotheses were related to the previous predictions. If attributions 
were associated with satisfaction, and satisfaction was related to age, it was predicted 
that age would also be associated with attributions. (Hypothesis 4. There is a 
relationship between attributions and age in the adult mother-daughter relationship. 
Distress-maintaining attributions were defined as higher scores on the attribution 
variables for negative interpersonal events; relationship-enhancing attributions were 
defined as higher scores on the attribution variables for positive interpersonal events.
Hypothesis 4a. There is a negative correlation between distress maintaining 
attributions and the mother’s age.
Hypothesis 4b. There is a negative correlation between distress maintaining 
attributions and the daughter’s age.
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Hypothesis 4c. There is a positive correlation between relationship-enhancing 
attributions and the mothers’ age.
Hypothesis 4d. There is a positive correlation between relationship-enhancing 
attributions and the daughters’ age.)
None of the expected relationships between age and attributions were found. All 
correlations between age and the attribution variables for positive interactions, and 
between age and the attribution subscales for negative interactions, were insignificant, 
(Bonferroni adjusted ps > .05).
Satisfaction and Reports of Support Received and Given 
This last area of results focuses on the relationship between satisfaction in the 
adult mother-daughter relationship and reports of support given and received by 
mothers and daughters. No formal hypotheses were put forward to address this area.
The results were analyzed for the 39 pairs of mothers and daughters that had 
participated in the study. Data from daughters whose mothers nad not responded were 
not considered in these results.
The eight areas of support and help were addressed with the following question on 
the Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix D). Each question was asked twice of mothers 
and daughters, once regarding help or support given, once regarding help or support 
received:
Do you currently do any of the following for your daughter (mother)?
Please check all that apply.
____help her out financially
____give her financial advice or manage her financial affairs
____assist her in making major decisions
____spend time with her for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____take care of her physically
take care of her children
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____drive her places
____provide her with emotional support
____ other (please describe)_________________
It was speculated that mothers and daughters would differ in their reports of type 
of support given and received, and might also disagree regarding whether support was 
given and received. Table 18 summarizes the data regarding reports of types of support 
given and received by mothers and daughters. This data was analyzed using Pearson to 
determine if role was related to reports of support given or received. The sixteen 
support variables were: financial assistance given, financial advice given, decision­
making assistance given, social support given, physical assistance given, childcare 
given, driving assistance given, emotional support given, financial assistance received, 
financial advice received, decision-making assistance received, social support received, 
childcare received, and emotional support received. Results indicated that mothers and 
daughters differed in their reports of five of the eight types of support given: financial 
assistance, financial advice, decision-making assistance, physical assistance and 
emotional support. There was a difference between mothers and daughters on reports of 
only three types of support received: financial assistance, financial advice, and 
decision-making assistance. In general, mothers reported giving more assistance than 
daughters reported giving, and daughters reported receiving more assistance than 
mothers reported receiving. However, there were slightly more daughters than mothers 
(89%(ja; 86%mo) reporting providing social support, and slightly more mothers than 
daughters (11%mo! 8%da) reporting receiving childcare assistance.
Table 19 summarizes the frequencies and percentages of mothers' and daughters’ 
agreement regarding whether support was given or received. Endorsements were 
compared within the dyads. Agreement ranged from 53% (financial advice given to 
daughters) to 100% (financial advice given to mothers). Mothers and daughters 
generally tended to agree with one another regarding whether support was given. 
However, there was relatively low level of agreement on whether mothers provided
! able IB-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
gfitgfiDtaaes and Frequencies of Mothers and Daughters indicating Giving and Receiving Support
Support Given Support Received
Mothers Daughters Mothers Daughters
Variable f % / % x 2a f % / %
CM
Financial Assist 31 84 0 0 54.27* 1 3 33 87 53.55*
Financial Advice 1 6 43 0 0 20.89* 0 0 1 4 37 16.76*
Decision-Making 30 8 1 5 1 3 34.75* 9 24 25 66 13.01*
Social Support 32 86 34 89 .16 32 86 34 89 .16
Physical Assist 6 1 6 1 3 4.08* 1 3 4 1 0 1.84
Child-care 4 1 1 3 8 .19 4 1 1 3 8 1.89
Driving 4 1 1 1 3 2.02 4 1 1 6 1 6 .40






Frequencies .and Percentages, of .Mothers and Daughters in Agreement on Support Given 
and Received within the Dvad
*fi£ U 2 Io ta l
Support Variable f  % f  %  f  %
Given to Daughter
Financial Assistance 2 6
Financial Advice 6
Decision-Making Assistance 2 0 













Emotional Support 2 0
72 0 0 26 72
1 7 1 3 36 1 9 53
56 2 6 22 6 1
78 1 3 29 8 1
6 28 78 30 83
0 29 8 1 29 81
3 28 78 29 81
86 0 0 3 1 86
0 35 97 35 97
0 36 100 36 1 00
0 22 6 1 22 61
3 28 78 29 8 1
0 34 94 34 94
3 31 86 32 89
0 31 86 31 86
56 3 8 23 64
Note, n = 36 dyads in which both a mother’s and daughter’s response was available.
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To determine which areas of support given and received were most likely to be 
associated with satisfaction, the data were analyzed separately for mothers and daughters 
using two Pearson product moment correlation matrices, one for reports of support 
given and satisfaction, one for reports of support received and satisfaction. For 
daughters, satisfaction was positively correlated with providing emotional and social 
support to their mothers, rs = .35 and .34, ps = .031 and .040, two-tailed 
respectively. For daughters, satisfaction was also positively correlated with receiving 
emotional support from their mothers, r  = .34, p = .040, two-tailed.
For mothers, satisfaction was negatively correlated with providing financial advice 
to daughters, r  = -.33, p = .047, two-tailed, and with helping their daughters with 
decision-making, r  -  -.42, p = .009, two-tailed. Of note is the fact that since there 
was no variance in mothers’ reports of providing emotional support to their daughters, 
(ali mothers reporting doing so), no correlation was obtained for mothers between 
satisfaction and providing emotional support. However, satisfaction of the mothers was 
associated with their reports of receiving both emotional support and social support 
from their daughters, rs = .46 and .40, ps = .005 and .026, two-tailed, respectively.
daughters with financial advice (53%) and whether daughters provided mothers with
emotional support (86%). Although 78% of the mothers reported receiving emotional
support from their daughters, only 68% of the daughters reported providing it.
DISCUSSION
The purpose of the present study was to explore mother-daughter relationships 
within the attributions! relationship paradigm. The literature on mother-daughter 
relationships has been contradictory in characterizing the relationship as either 
mutually satisfying and fulfilling or as a source of considerable turmoil.
It was predicted that mothers and daughters would differ in two ways: their 
reported levels of satisfaction in their relationship, and in the nature of attributions 
made to explain interactions between them. It was also predicted that satisfaction would 
be associated with attributions and that age would be associated with both satisfaction and 
attributions.
First, to summarize the major findings of the study:
1. Mothers reported more relationship satisfaction than did daughters.
2. There was no difference between daughters and mothers in the type of 
attributions they made for interactions with one another, except for responsibility 
attributions. However, a role difference was found in the perception of responsibility 
and locus of cause for interactions. Both mothers and daughters, in contradiction with 
one another, claimed to be the cause of the interactions, and saw the other person as 
being more responsible for the interaction being positive or negative. For the 
responsibility attributions, there were two exceptions to this. For real interactions, 
daughters, in accord with their mothers' perceptions, were more likely to attribute 
responsibility to themselves for negative events than to their mothers. For the 
hypothetical interactions, mothers, in accord with their daughters’ perceptions, were 




3. Both mothers and daughters made different attributions for positive than for 
negative interactions. The causes of positive interactions were seen as more internal to 
oneself, more stable, more controllable and more global than the causes of negative 
interactions.
4. Whether the interaction was hypothetical or real made no difference in locus, 
stability, controllability or globality attributions.
5. A satisfied person in the mother-daughter relationship was one who perceived 
the cause of a positive interaction as internal rather than external, and as something 
which was voluntarily chosen. A satisfied person seeing the cause as internal was also 
likely to see the cause as enduring.
6. A satisfied mother or daughter was also likely to perceive the cause of a negative 
interaction as something which was temporary and affecting a limited amount of the 
relationship. When the cause was perceived as temporary and limited in impact, a 
satisfied person was also likely to see the cause as one’s own responsibility.
7. Age was found to be unrelated to either satisfaction with the mother-daughter 
relationship or to attributions.
8. Mothers reported providing and receiving different types of support and 
assistance than daughters reported providing and receiving. More mothers reported 
giving emotional support, physical assistance, help with decision-making, financial 
assistance and financial advice than daughters reported giving to their mothers.
9. Mothers and daughters tended to agree as to whether support or assistance was 
given and received from one another. This was not true for emotional support, however. 
All of the mothers reported giving emotional support to their daughters, but only 84% of 
the daughters reported that they received it. Although 78% of the mothers reported 
receiving emotional support from their daughters, only 68% of the daughters reported 
providing it.
10. For daughters, satisfaction with the relationship was positively correlated 
with providing emotional and social support to their mothers, and with receiving 
emotional support from their mothers.
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11. For mothers, satisfaction was negatively correlated with providing financial 
advice to daughters and with helping their daughters with decision-making. Higher 
ratings of satisfaction were associated with reports of receiving emotional and social 
support from their daughters. Because all mothers had reported giving emotional 
support to their daughters, a correlation between satisfaction and providing emotional 
support was not obtained.
The meaningfulness of these findings, and their relationship to the literature 
pertinent to the mother-daughter relationship and attributions in close relationships, 
will now be explored.
Close flod Conflictual
The majority of the women in this study reported being happy with their 
relationship with their mother or daughter. Seventy five percent of the daughters rated 
the relationship as "happy," "very happy," "extremely happy," or "perfect"; 92% of the 
mothers rated the relationship as such. However, only 70% of the mothers who also 
responded in terms of their own mothers rated this relationship as at least “happy." 
Although the relationships were generally reported to be satisfying, this was much more 
true for a woman in her role as mother than in her role as daughter.
This finding of generally satisfying relationships is consistent with the work of 
Bromberg (1983), Baruch and Barnett (1983), Weishaus (1978), Gleason (1991), 
and Notar and McDaniel (1986). Siegel (1990) had also speculated that daughters 
would be and are encouraged to be more critical of this relationshio than are mothers. 
This study provided support for Siegel's speculations. The differing experience of the 
relationship for mothers and daughters was also evident in their differing reports of 
emotional support. As you may recall, all of the mothers claimed to provide emotional 
support to their daughters; significantly fewer daughters (84%) agreed that this was 
true. Daughters also tended to underestimate the amount of emotional support their 
mothers reported they received from them (68% vs 78%). For other types of 
assistance, there was general consensus for who did what for whom. However, to a large
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extent, they agreed that this was a different relationship for mothers than for daughters. 
Mothers provided; daughters received.
In the present study, when asked to write about negative interactions with their 
daughters, 13% of the mothers compared to 1% of the daughters had difficulty 
identifying negative events in their relationships. These same data also suggest that 
although these were generally happy relationships for the majority of the women in this 
study, satisfaction co-exists with conflict. Eighty-seven percent of the mothers were 
able to write about a recent negative interaction with their daughter, and 99% of the 
daughters were able to write about a negative interaction with their mothers. One 
mother wrote, "My daughter is the source of much joy in my life. I consider us to be 
good friends as well as mother and daughter." And she also wrote
We had enough money saved to pay for her room and board, and our entire raise was 
going to be put away for the I992-93 school year. She worked all summer, but 
spent the bulk of her earnings on two trips Then she asked us how much we could 
help with her expenses. I was very disappointed! There seemed to be no 
appreciation on her part for the sacrifices we were making; still, she wanted 
more! This had occurred at a time when I was uxtremely Lusy and we didn’t take 
the time to sit down and talk it through like we should have.
Conflict in itself appears not to be sufficient to disrupt relationship satisfaction, which 
is the point of view proposed in the literature by Stiver (1991).
One caveat worth noting in interpreting the results of this study, however, is that 
it is uncertain whether the mothers and daughters of this study represent the true range 
of satisfied mothers and daughters in the population. Daughters were asked to 
participate at the end of their classes. Those who chose not to participate were free to 
leave. While very few students left at that point, several did. There is no way of 
knowing whether these were women who were not eligible to participate (their mothers 
were not currently living) or whether they were women who would have rated their 
satisfaction with their relationship with their mothers differently from those who 
participated.
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Similarly, the mothers who participated represent approximately only half of all 
potential mothers of the daughters in the study. The daughters who gave permission for 
me to contact their mothers did not differ significantly on satisfaction from the 
daughters who did not give such permission. The daughters of the mothers who responded 
did not differ significantly from the daughters of the mothers who did. These two facts, 
combined with the observation that mothers’ scores correlated significantly with 
daughters' satisfaction scores, suggest that the mothers who responded might not be 
substantially different on satisfaction scores to those who did not respond. However, it 
seems more likely that they would differ and therefore results of this study should be 
viewed cautiously.
A stronger threat to the generalizability of the findings is related to the sampling of 
college students. College students are a fairly select, privileged group of individuals who 
are lihely to have a'ready experienced life and family circumstances that are different 
from the rest ** the population.
Another way in which restriction of range may have affected the results of this 
study is in terms of the age distribution of the daughters. With 50% of the daughters 
being between 19 and 21 1/2 years old, results of this study may not be applicable to 
daughters and mothers other than young-adult daughters and mothers of young-adult 
daughters. This limitation particularly affected the hypotheses involving age as a 
variable.
Attributions
Evaluating whether the attributional paradigm is appropriate for the mother- 
daughter relationship raises two questions:
1. Are the findings of attributional research on close relationships replicated in 
the mother-daughter relationship?
2. Does an attributional analysis increase our understanding of mother-daughter
relationships?
1 0 0
This study did replicate several of the findings of the attributional research on 
close relationships. The women in this study showed the attributional pattern known as 
the self-serving bias (Weary, I980). (!1. should be noted that a “self-serving bias" 
says nothing about the accuracy o? the perceptions. It refers to the tendency to be 
willing to give oneself the benefit of the doubt.) The mothers and daughters were more 
likely to see themselves, or characteristics of themselves, as the cause of positive 
interactions rather than the cause of negative interactions. Furthermore, when the 
interactions were positive, they judged the cause to be likely to affect many areas of 
their relationship, and to be more permanent. A second replicated result is that 
attributions for hypothetical interactions tend to be the same as those made for real 
interactions (Fincham & Beach, I988). Use of hypothetical events in the methodology of 
attributional research can be useful in presenting to research participants a 
standardized attributional stimulus. In this study, when mothers and daughters were 
asked to imagine interactions, and then to respond to the attributional questionnaire, 
several first wrote about real interactions, suggesting that the imaginal process does in 
fact evoke real eves .ts.
In several ways, the findings of this study parallel those of the research exploring 
the association between attributions and satisfaction. Bradbury and Fincham’s (1990) 
review of the literature had concluded that for positive behaviors, associations between 
satisfaction and attributions had been found for globality attributions. This was not 
replicated in the present study. For negative behaviors, however, the findings were 
replicated for seeing the cause of a negative behavior as less stable and less global, 
seeing it as a fluke with minimal impact. Surprisingly, this study of mothers and 
daughters did not find the expected association between satisfaction and seeing the cause 
of a negative interaction as unintentional.
Mothers and daughters made attributions in one important way that was different 
from the findings on satisfaction and attributions in other close relationships. If they 
had made locus attributions in accord with this research, then the more satisfied
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mothers and daughters were with their relationship, the more likely they would have 
been to explain the cause of a positive interaction as external to themselves. That was 
not the finding of this study. Mothers and daughters were more likely to be satisfied 
with their relationship if they could see themselves as the cause of positive interactions 
with one another. Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver, & Surrey (1991a), and Gilligan 
(1982) would likely not be surprised by the findings of this study. The findings are 
very much in accord with their woik on women's relationships, which emphasizas the 
importance to women of the sense of being able to take care of relationships. This 
process was also evident in the association for daughters between providing emotional 
and social support to their mothers and satisfaction with their relationship.
Statistically, this association was not demonstrated for mothers because of the lack of 
variance in the measure of providing emotional support to their daughters. However, 
with 100% of the mothers stating that they provided emotional support to their 
daughters, and 92% of the mothers rating this relationship as at least "happy," the 
association can be presumed to exist.
The present study does share an important feature with two studies of satisfaction 
and attributions in close relationships. Baucom, Sayers, and Duhe (1989) and Fincham 
and O’Leary (1983) examined wives’ locus attributions separately from husbands’. 
When wives’ attributions were considered alone, distressed wives tended to not see 
themselves as the cause of positive interactions, while distressed husbands did see 
themselves as the cause of positive interactions. It seems possible that the attributional 
research which combines data for men and women may have masked an important 
difference between men and women related to satisfaction and perceptions of causal 
influence on a relationship.
It seems reasonable to conclude that the findings of this study are consistent enough 
with the previous attributional findings to consider it an appropriate theoretical context 
in which to view mother-daughter relationships. Additionally, one of the ways in which 
the present data depart from the previous body of work highlights an important
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difference in mother-daughter relationships that may not be true of male-female 
relationships.
By way of answering whether attributional analysis can increase our 
understanding of mother-daughter relationship dynamics, let us consider further the 
nature of the attributions mothers and daughters made for positive and negative 
interactions. The attributional research of distressed and non-distressed couples tells 
us that satisfaction is associated with viewing the cause of a positive interaction as stable 
and global. It is also associated with viewing the cause of a negative interaction as a 
temporary interference in normally more positive interchanges, with minimal impact 
on the relationship. As we saw in Figures 5 and 7, the women in this study did tend to 
judge the cause of positive interactions as exerting a stable, long lasting influence on 
their relationship. Although globality attributions were not associated with satisfaction 
for the mothers and daughters, these were people who were generally very satisfied and 
positive about their relationships with one another. To some extent the mothers and 
daughters, in their attributions, are expressing a kind of belief and faith in the goodness 
of their relationships. They expect the positive interactions to continue; they are less 
inclined to believe that the negative interactions will do so. They are judging the impact 
of whatever is causing the positive interactions to be rather pervasive; the effect of the 
causes of negative interactions are judged to be less extensive.
The same kind of “relationship protection" is evident in Figure 6. It is hard to 
accept the cause of a negative interaction if it is seen as intentional; it is much easier to 
accept if it is an accident, something over which one’s mother or daughter really had no 
control. Even if a woman perceives herself to be the cause of a negative interaction, for 
her to say that she meant to be hurtful seems much worse for the relationship than if she 
thinks that she had no c. 'ice. Similarly, for a woman to believe that her mother or 
daughter caused a positiveHnteraction, but would not have done so if she could have 
avoided it, does not bode well for the relationship.
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An attributions! analyses, then, may offer us some ways of understanding how 
conflict can exist with satisfaction in a relationship. It can suggest how the meaning 
ascribed to the conflict and ways mothers and daughters explain the conflict to 
themselves can powerfully affect the mother-daughter relationship.
This might also be a way of clarifying how responsibility attributions are 
implicated in mother-daughter satisfaction. Attributing responsibility and blame seem 
to be particularly relevant attributional dimensions to explore within the mother- 
daughter dyad. In this study, this was addressed somewhat with the statements referring 
to control and intentionality. Additionally, a question directly asking "Who is most 
responsible for this interaction being positive or negative?" had been included in the 
Attribution Questionnaire.
For locus attributions, both mothers and daughters evidenced a claiming to be the 
cause of the interactions; on responsibility attributions, both mothers and daughters 
were seeing the other as responsible for the interaction being positive or negative. This 
difference in perception across attributional dimensions may be defining differing 
assumptions about expected behaviors for the relationships. Perhaps it is easier to see 
oneself as initiating an interaction or causing an interaction, but a much more 
ambivalent issue to claim responsibility for the outcome of an interaction.
Only for responsibility attributions was there a significant difference in response 
to the hypothetical and real, and as for the locus attributions, there was a difference in 
perception of responsibility between mothers and daughters. Across all interaction 
conditions, for both mothers and daughters, there was the tendency to see the other 
person as responsible for all interactions. There were two important exceptions to this; 
under hypothetical conditions, mothers agreed with their daughters and took the 
responsibility for negative interactions; under real conditions, daughters agreed with 
their mothers and took the responsibility for the negative interactions.
The hypothetical instruction states: Imagine that you and your daughter (mother) 
are sitting at the kitchen table and having a talk that is going poorly. You are disagreeing 
with one another in a way that leaves you feeling angry and distant from one another.
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Perhaps this hypothetical instruction elicits a scenario in which mothers and 
daughters imagine one person being not only more responsible, but more powerful in 
provoking an airing of differences. It may be that the responsibility attributions for 
this particular hypothetical interaction tap into notions of power to raise issues with 
one another, and mothers and daughters in this study agree that this is more within the 
mother's province than the daughter’s.
It may also be that the real interaction instructions elicited a very different kind of 
scenario, perhaps one in which daughters were seen as engaging in a behavior 
disapproved of by mothers, with both mothers and daughters attributing the 
responsibility to the daughters. Behavior can elicit differing responsibility attributions 
when the same behavior is viewed in the contexts of expectations for a mother versus the 
context of expectations for a daughter. Recall that mothers and daughters agreed, for the 
most part, on how they differed in providing and receiving support from one or another. 
This explicit consensus can carry information regarding the differing normative 
expectations (implicit consensus) (Kassin, I979) mothers and daughters have of one 
another. One daughter in her 30s wrote, “I give and give and give, and she takes and 
takes and takes. It’s not supposed to be that way. It’s supposed to be the other way 
around, rm the daughter!" Responsibility attributions for behaviors that are seen as 
departing from the role expectations for mothers and daughters, or for behaviors in 
which there is less agreement (i.e. emotional support) might be the most fruitful areas 
for further exploration.
To summarize: Can attributional analyses increase our understandings of mother 
daughter relationships? It can provide a way of conceptualizing how conflict and 
satisfaction can co-exist in the same relationship. Reiatedly, it can help us identify 
factors that either mitigate or exacerbate the effect of conflict on satisfaction. And 
attributional analyses can be a way of integrating responsibility attributions with role 
expectations, and of exploring assumptions about who is responsible for which aspects of 
a relationship.
The promise that can be found in trying to understand mother-daughter
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relationships through attributional analyses is the promise inherent in attributional 
analyses itself, asking mothers and daughters themselves to make explicit their 
judgments of causes of interactions keeps researches out of the business of trying to do it 
for them. The prompting of an attributional analyses does not always succeed, however, 
in helping mothers and daughters make explicit their observations of one another, how 
they characterize each person’s contributions to a relationship going well or filled with 
bitter struggle. When it does succeed, then as researchers we can search for the 
patterns and relationships in their beliefs. For these reasons, let us now look at one 
other limitation of the present study and implications for future research.
The Attribution Questionnaire used in this study, based on Russell's Causal 
Dimension Scale, was a poor measure of attributional dimensions involved in mother- 
daughter relationships for several reasons. Mothers and daughters had little trouble 
writing about each others’ behaviors and in speculating on why the other behaved as she 
did. They did have trouble rating the causes on the Attribution Questionnaire, and 
several wrote or phoned to tell me so. Sometimes it was easy to see the direct 
relationship between what a mother or daughter wrote as the cause of an interaction, and 
how she then rated it as internal to her, or global, or controllable; it made sense. Not 
often, but sometimes, it made no sense to me at all. A woman might write for the cause of 
an interaction, "My daughter has always been self-centered," and then rate this cause as 
internal to the mother, temporary, and uncontrollable!
As you may recall, respondents were asked to describe or imagine an interaction, to 
write about its cause, and then to rate the cause on 11 attributional statements. 
Sometimes it seemed that a woman was responding to the cause of an event; at other times 
it seemed that she was responding to the event itself with her rating.
Furthermore, the statements regarding the locus dimension were worded to allow 
an attribution to oneseif, or outside oneself, which could include other circumstances.
An improvement in devising a measure that addresses issues in mother-daughter 
relationships would be to include locus statements that attribute causality to seif or
. J6
others, rather than inside self vs. outside self. This is an issue in the field of attribution 
research itself, with different researchers using differing definitions of locus, thus 
reducing the comparability between findings.
Several mothers suggested providing examples for the Attribution Questionnaire. 
One way to incorporate their suggestion, revise the questionnaire, and to follow the lead 
of Fincham and Bradbury (1992) in their revision of a marital attribution measure 
would be to provide mothers and daughters with specific hypothetical problem behaviors 
followed by more clearly defined attributional statements. Problem behaviors could be 
derived from a qualitative analysis of the negative interactions about which mothers and 
daughters wrote. Examples might be: She criticizes me; She does not give me the 
emotional support I need; She disapproves of my decisions. Specific, clearly worded 
attributional statements containing the content of the hypothetical behavior could follow: 
My daughter’s behavior was due to something about her; The reason my daughter 
criticized me is not likely to change; My daughter deserves to be blamed for criticizing 
me. This type of approach could bypass some of the shortcomings of the present study by 
strengthening the validity of the attributional measure.
What emerges from the findings of this study is a picture of mothers and daughters 
being generally satisfied with their relationships, mothers more so than daughters. The 
more mothers and daughters can see themselves as bringing about positive interactions, 
especially in terms of providing emotional support to one another, the more likely they 
are to be satisfied with their relationships. But what they don’t agree on is how these 
positive and negative interactions come about, or whose responsibility it is for the 
outcomes of the interactions. Mothers and daughters both see themselves as initiating 
the interactions; both see the other as generally more responsible for the outcomes. For 
negative interactions that really happened, however, both perceive the daughter as more 
responsible. For a negative interaction that only might happen, both are predicting that 
the mother would have more responsibility. Even in adulthood, these are not 
relationships that are now completely mutual. Mothers and daughters agree that this is a
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relationship in which mothers provide more tangible support, such as financial help or 
assistance in making decisions, but mothers may be over-estimating how much 
emotional support they are providing their daughters. An intriguing aspect of the 
findings is that while the expectations for mothers may be higher, their level of 
satisfaction was also rated higher. Mothers may have more freedom or ability to meet 
the relationship expectations, to be able to take care of the relationship, and to be 
genuinely more pleased and satisfied with this than are their daughters. But this is not 
the whole story.
Is it the giving and ability to give in relationships that is associated with 
satisfaction? Or is it the meaning attached to the giving that is important to satisfaction 
with the relationship? Analyzing the explanations of mother and daughters at the 
individual, or dyadic level may inform our understanding of mother-daughter 
relationships even more richly than an attributional analysis at the group level. For 
example, given that most mother-daughter dyads were characterized by a high degree o'. 
satisfaction, what can we learn from a closer look at a dissatisfied mother-daughter 
pair?
One daughter, who scored approximately I S D  below the mean for daughters on 
the Satisfaction Scale, wrote the following cause for the negative real interaction with 
her mother: "She gets tired of me telling her about the bad aspects of my life." She 
offered this causal explanation for the positive interaction: "We don’t see each other 
very often and we have begun to realize how important we are to each other.” Her 
mother, who scored 2 SDs below the mean for mothers on the Satisfaction Scale, 
explained a negative interaction this way, ”l guess I felt she should be more careful with 
her money. I resented the fact she was using the money I gave her foolishly. I believe 
she felt it was her money to do with as she pleased and I had no right to question her.”
Her explanation for a positive event was: ”We were both unhurried because this trip 
was solely for her. i didn’t shop for anyone else, so she had my undivided attention. I 
suppose she felt special.” This same mother, also dissatisfied with her relationship with
her own mother, explained a positive interaction this way, "We focused our attention on 
each other. She was a guest in my home so she didn’t feel obligated to jump up every 10 
minutes to wait on someone." And this was the causal explanation offered for a negative 
interaction: "My mom, when she's in her own home, cannot relax for a moment if more 
than one family person is there. She's too busy serving everyone to enjoy anyone."
These two women’s explanations for wha? were primarily interactions involving 
giving or attending to one another suggest that it is how the actions are infused with 
meaning that will determine the association with satisfaction, rather than just the 
actions themselves. It may not be giving that matters the most; it may matter more if a 
mother or daughter feels able to give of her own free will, and if the giving is 
recognized, appreciated, and has a pervasive effect on the relationship.
Contrast the preceding mother and daughter explanations with those of Alice 
Walker, the novelist. She offered the following explanation for accepting her daughter’s 
part in contributing to problems in the world: "We are together, my child and I. Mother 
and child, yes, but sisters  really, against whatever denies us all that we are."
And her thoughts about her daughter's attributions are evident in her dedication 
of In Search of Our Mothers’ Gardens:
To My Daughter Rt jecca 
Who saw in me 
what I considered 
a scar




To ask about satisfaction in the mother daughter relationship is also to 
implicitly ask, what should mothers and daughter ask of each other in adult life, and to 
implicitly acknowledge the importance of women’s needs and wants in this relationship. 
In Troll’s (1988) work, she continuously stresses that the mother-daughter 
relationship is one in which the bond extends across time, into the later years of 
mothers’ and daughters’ lives. In this study, although the findings were limited by the 
restriction of range of age of the mothers and daughters, there was some evidence that 
middle-age daughters may find themselves in the position of giving more than receiving 
both to their daughters and their mothers. With the attributional relationship 
paradigm, future work might weil try to address further the evolving nature of mother- 
daughter relationships, particularly as care-giving responsibilities again become major 
considerations of the relationship. And as Alice Walkers’ statement about mothers and 
daughters also being sisters implies, understand!.ig mother-daughter relationships 
might bes! be accomplished with consideration of the broader context of support or 
obstacles in which they find themselves. These are some of the contributions from 
attributional analyses that may lie in the future.
APPENDICES
1 1 0




Inter-item and Item-Total Correlations for Satisfaction Scale
Item SATISTOT3
Satisfaction Scale Item Number
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
SATISTOT 1.00
1 .80 1.00
2 .83 .61 1.00
3 .85 .61 .70 1.00
4 .73 .48 .50 .63 1.00
5 .71 .66 .43 .55 .46 1.00
6 .72 .51 .75 .65 .43 .36 1.00
7 .78 .51 .72 .68 .47 .45 .64 1.00 mmJL
8 .54 .27 .35 .37 40 .28 .25 .43 1.00
ro
9 .86 .71 .59 .73 .58 .61 .51 .61 .50 1.00
1 0 .63 .58 .44 .42 .41 .58 .31 .36 .27 .47 1.00
Note. n=115.
aSATISTOT = total Satisfaction Scale score.
APPENDIX B: INTERACTION INSTRUCTIONS
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Think about a recent (within the past year) interaction which went well between you 
and your daughter. Please describe it. Please try to describe a very specific event that 
involved both you and your daughter.
INTERACTION INSTRUCTIONS: POSITIVE REAL
Write down what you think was the main reason that explains why this interaction 
happened the way it did.
Please circle a number below to indicate how positive you felt the interaction was.
mildly moderately extremely
positive positive positive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Now please turn to the next page and answer the questions regarding the reason you have
written above.
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Think about a recent (within the past year) interaction between you and your daughter 
which left you feeling badly. Please describe it. Please try to describe a very specific 
event that involved both you and your daughter.
INTERACTION INSTRUCTIONS: NEGATIVE REAL
Write down what you think was the main reason that explains why this interaction 
happened the way it did.
Please circle a number below to indicate how negative you felt the interaction was.
mildly moderately extremely
negative negative negative
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Now please turn to the next page and answer the questions regarding the reason you have
written above.
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Imagine that you and your daughter are sitting at the kitchen table and having a very 
enjoyable talk. You are confiding in one another in a way that leaves you feeling close to 
one another.
INTERACTION INSTRUCTIONS POSITIVE HYPOTHETICAL
Write down what you think would be the main reason that would explain why this 
interaction happened the way it uid.
Please circle a number below to indicate how positive you felt the interaction was.
mildly moderately extremely
positive positive positive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Now please turn to the next page and answer the questions regarding the reason you have
written above.
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Imagine that you and your daughter are sitting at the kitchen table and having a talk 
that is going poorly. You are disagreeing with one another in a way that leaves you 
feeling angry and distant from one another.
INTERACTION INSTRUCTIONS NEGATIVE HYPOTHETICAL
Write down what you think would be the main reason that would explain why this 
interaction happened the way it did.
Please circle a number below to indicate how negative you felt the interaction was.
mildly moderately extremely
negative negative negative
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Now please turn to the next page and answer the questions regarding the reason you have
written above.
APPENDIX C: CONSENT FORMS
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You are invited to participate in a study of adult mother-daughter interactions. To be 
eligible for this study, you must be a female student whose mother is still alive. The 
purpose of the study is to clarify the processes involved in satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction in this relationship. I am interested in the differing perceptions of 
mothers and daughters. I would like you to complete the scales and questionnaires 
attached to this form. It will take about an hour to do so.
You may benefit from participating in this study by clarifying your own perceptions of 
your mother. While writing about difficulties in your relationship might help you 
consider additional perspectives, being more aware of such difficulties can be 
uncomfortable. It is not anticipated that such distress would be more than momentary. 
However, in the unlikely event that it were, counseling services that are already 
available to you could be discussed. It is much more likely that you will enjoy answering 
and responding to the questions. If you should have any questions about this study, or 
about your own reactions following participation in this study, feel free to call me at 
home at 772-3533.
I would also like to contact your mother to see if she would be willing to participate in 
this study as well. At no time w ill your mother have access to your 
responses, and you w ill not have access to her responses. Please do not 
put your name on the test materials or questionnaires. This will help 
maintain confidentiality. All data that is collected will be number-coded so that 
participants cannot be identified. Materials will be held until it has been determined 
that the study has been completed; then they will be destroyed. You will be given a copy 
of this form.
DAUGHTER’S CONSENT FORM
I n f o r m e d  C o n s e n t




prejudice and that my involvement is strictly voluntary. If I have any questions,
I can call Angela Cheney at 772-3533. I can find out about the outcomes of this 
study at the conclusion of the study. I will receive research credit for this class 
if I participate, in accordance with prior agreement with the instructor. I have 
read all of the above and willingly agree to participate in this study.
Signed:___________________Phone number_________________
Date:_____________  TA/instructor___________________
Please complete the following if you are willing to permit me to ask your mother to 
participate. You do not need to give this permission in order for you to participate. Your 
mother will receive a consent form such as this one, and will receive questionnaires 
such as the ones included in this packet. She will be told that you are participating in the 
study and have given me permission to contact her. She will also be asked to complete 
questionnaires regarding her relationship with her mother. Your mother’s participation 
is voluntary; her refusal to participate will have no negative consequences for you.
Mother’s Name___________________________________





D e a r ___________:
I am currently a doctoral student in the Counseling Psychology program at the 
University of North Dakota. To fulfill some of the requirements for her introductory
psychology class, your daughter, ____________________ , recently participated in
my study of adult mother-daughter interactions. She gave me permission to contact you 
to invite you to participate in the same study.
The purpose of the study is to clarify the processes involved in satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction in mother-daughter relationships. I am interested in the differing 
perceptions of mothers and daughters. If you are interested, I would like you to complete 
the scales and questionnaires attached to this form. It will take about an hour to do so.
When you are finished, mail them back to me in the enclosed postage-paid envelope.
You may benefit from participating in this study by clarifying your own perception of 
your mother and daughter. While writing about difficulties in your relationship might 
help you consider additional perspectives, being more aware of such difficulties can be 
uncomfortable. It is not anticipated that such distress would be more than momentary, 
and it is much more likely that you will enioy answering some of the questions.
However, in the unlikely event that you should experience significant distress, 
counseling ser/ices that are already available to you could be discussed. If you should 
have any questions about this study, or about your own reactions following participation 
in this study, feel free to call me at home at 772-3533. There will be no negative 
consequences for your daughter if you decide not to participate.
At no tim e w ill your daughter have access to your responses, and you w ill 
not have access to her responses. Please do :.ot put your name on the 
questionna ires. This will help maintain confidentiality. All data that is collected will 
be number-coded so that participants cannot be identified. Materials will be held until 
it has been determined that the study has been completed; then they will be destroyed.




....................................I n f o r m e d  C o n s e n t .................................
I understand that I may withdraw rny consent to participate at any time without 
prejudice and that my involvement is strictly voluntary. If I have any questions, I can 
call Angela Cheney at 772-3533. I can find out about the outcomes of this study at the 




This is a two-part study. This first part asks you questions regarding your relationship 
with your daughter. The second part will ask you the same questions regarding your 
relationship with your own mother, if your mother is still alive. I will not be asking 
your mother to participate. Shortly after receiving your responses to the first part of 
this study, I will be mailing you the questionnaires for part two.







Thank you for completing the questionnaires on your relationship with your daughter. 
Your responses, as well as those of other mothers and daughters, will help us have a 
better understanding of mother-daughter relationships. I appreciate all the time and 
effort you have already put into this study.
This is the second and final part of the study. This will be the last set of questionnaires 
that I will send you. These are nearly the same questionnaires that you filled out 
regarding your relationship with your daughter. This time, I would like you to complete 
them regarding your relationship with your own mother. It will take about an hour to do 
so. When you are finished, mail them back to me in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. 
Your mother will not be contacted and asked to participate.
You may benefit from participating in this study by clarifying your own perceptions of 
your mother. While writing about difficulties in your relationship might help you 
consider additional perspectives, being more aware of such difficulties can be 
uncomfortable. It is not anticipated that such distress would be more than momentary, 
and it is much more likely that you will enjoy answering some of the questions.
However, in the unlikely event that you should experience significant distress, 
counseling services that are already available to you could be discussed. If you should 
have any questions about this study, or about your own reactions following participation 
in this study, feel free to call me at home at 772-3533.
Your responses will be kept confidential. Again, please do not put your name on the 
questionnaires. All data that is collected will be number-coded so that participants 
cannot be identified. Materials will be held until it has been determined that the study 




...................................... I n f o r m e d  C o n s e n t .......................................
I understand that I may withdraw my consent to participate at any time without 
prejudice and that my involvement is strictly voluntary. If I have any questions, I can 
call Angela Cheney at 772-3533. I can find out about the outcomes of this study at the 










DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MOTHERS REGARDING DAUGHTERS
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING AS BEST YOU CAN ABOUT YOURSELF AND ABOUT YOUR
RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR DAUGHTER___________________ _ IF YOU HAVE MORE
THAN ONE DAUGHTER, PLEASE BE SURE TO ANSWER THE QUESTIONS THROUGHOUT 
THESE QUESTIONNAIRES REGARDING THIS DAUGHTER ONLY
1. What year were you born?_______
2. Do you live alone?______yes ________ no
3. Please circle one:
Single Married Separated Divorced Widowed 
If currently married, number of years_________
If separated, divorced or widowed, number of years since married or death of 
spouse________
4. How many daughters do you have?________
What are their ages?_________________________________
5. How many sons do you have, if any?___________
What are their ages?_________________________________
6. Is your mother still alive?_______ y e s ________ no
7. Number of children living with you___________
8. Does your daughter currently live with you?_____yes_____no
If yes, please skip to Question 13.
9. Approximately how many miles from your daughter do you live?____
10. How often do you talk with your daughter on the phone? (check one):
____Once a year or less
____2-11 times per year
____ monthly
____ weekly
____2-6 times per week
____ Daily
11. How often do you see your daughter? (check one):
____Once a year or less
____2-11 times per year
____ monthly
____ weekly
____2-6 times per week
____ Daily
12. Do you expect her to again live with y o u ? _____y e s _____no
If yes, when?_________
13. When was the last time your daughter lived with you longer than a
month?________
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14. What is your health status? Please circle one:
Poor Fair Good Excellent
Please indicate reason(s) for any hospitalizations in the last 10 years:
Page two
15. How many years of school did you complete?_____
16. Are you currently working?______y e s ______ no
What is your occupation?____________________





18. Do you currently do any of the following for your daughter? Please check all 
that apply.
____help her out financially
____give her financial advice or manage her financial affairs
____assist her in making major decisions
____spend time with her for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____take care of her physically
____take care of her children
____drive her places
____provide her with emotional support
____ other (please describe)_________________
19. Does your daughter currently do any of the following for you? Please check all 
that apply.
____helps me out financially
____gives me financial advice or manages my financial affairs
____assists me in making major decisions
____spends time with me for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____takes care of me physically
____takes care of my children
____drives me places
____provides me with emotional support
____ other (please describe)___________________
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PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING AS BEST YOU CAN ABOUT YOURSELF AND ABOUT YOUR 
RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR MOTHER. BY "MOTHER" I MEAN THE WOMAN WHO HAD THE 
PRIMARY MATERNAL RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU AND ROLE IN RAISING YOU. IF THIS 
WAS NOT YOUR BIOLOGICAL MOTHER, PLEASE INDICATE HERE WHETHER SHE WAS A 
STEP-MOTHER, ADOPTIVE MOTHER, AUNT,
ETC._____________________________________
1. What year were you born?_______
2. Do you live alone?______y e s ________ no
3. Please circle one:
Single Married Separated Divorced Widowed 
If currently married, number of years_________
If separated, divorced or widowed, number of years since married or death of 
spouse________
4. How many daughters do you have, if any?________
What are their ages?_____________________________
5. How many sons do you have, if any?___________
What are their ages?_____________________________
6. Number of children living with you___________
7. Does your mother currently live with you?_____yes _____no
If yes, please skip to Question 12.
8. Approximately how many miles from your mother do you live?____
9. How often do you talk with your mother on the phone? (check one):
____Once a year or less
____2-11 times per year
____ monthly
____ weekly
____2-6 times per week
____ Daily
10. How often do you see your mother? (check one):
____Once a year or less
____2-11 times per year
____ monthly
____ weekly
____2-6 times per week
____ Daily
11. Do you expect to again live with your mother? _____yos____n<~
If yes, when?_________
12. When was the last time you lived with your mother longer than a month?_______
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DAUGHTERS REGARDING MOTHERS
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13. What is your health status? Please circle one:
Poor Fair Good Excellent
Please indicate reason(s) for any hospitalizations in the last 10 years:
Page two
14. What year are you in school at UND?_____
15. Are you currently working?______ yes ______ no
What is your occupation?____________________





17. Do you currently do any or the following for your mother? Please check all that 
apply.
____help her out financially
____give her financial advice or manage her financial affairs
____assist her in making major decisions
____spend time with her for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____take care of her physically
____take care of her children
____drive her places
____provide her with emotional support
____ other (please describe)______________________
18. Does your mother currently do any of the following for you? Please check all that 
apply.
____helps me out financially
____gives me financial advice or manages my financial affairs
____assists me in making major decisions
____spends time with me for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____takes care of me physically
____takes care of my children
____drives me places
____provides me with emotional support
____ other (please describe)_______________________
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PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING AS BEST YOU CAN ABOUT YOURSELF, YOUR MOTHER, 
AND ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR MOTHER. BY "MOTHER" I MEAN THE 
WOMAN WHO HAD THE PRIMARY MATERNAL RELATIONSHIP WITH YOU AND ROLE IN 
RAISING YOU. IF THIS WAS NOT YOUR BIOLOGICAL MOTHER, PLEASE INDICATE HERE 
WHETHER SHE WAS A STEP-MOTHER, ADOPTIVE MOTHER, AUNT,
ETC._____________________________________
1. In what year was your mother born?_______
2. Does she live alone?______yes ________ no
3. Please circle one. Your mother is
Single Married Separated Divorced Widowed 
If currently married, number of years_________
If separated, divorced or widowed, number of years since married or death of 
spouse________
4. How many daughters did your mother have altogether?_______
What are the years in which they were born ?_____ ______  5. How many
sons did your mother have altogether?___________
What are the years in which they were born?_____________
6. Number of children living with your mother, if any:_________
7. Does your mother currently live with you?_____y e s ______ no
If yes, please skip to Question 12.
8. Approximately how many miles from your mother do you live?____
9. How often do you talk with your mother on the phone? (check one):
____Once a year or less
____2-11 times per year
____ monthly
____ weekly
____2-6 times per week
____ Daily
10. How often do you see your mother? (check one):
____Once a year or less
____2-11 times per year
____ monthly
____ weekly
____2-6 times per week
____ Daily
11. Do you expect to again live with your mother? ___y e s ____no
If yes, when?_________
12. When was the last time you lived with your mother longer than a month?_______
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MOTHERS REGARDING MOTHERS
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13. What is your mother’s health status? Please circle one:
Poor Fair Good Excellent
Please indicate reason(s) for any hospitalizations of your mother in the last 10 years:
14. How many years of schooling did your mother complete?_____
15. Is your mother currently working?______ yes ______ no
What is her occupation?____________________





17. Do you currently do any of the following for your mother? Please check all that 
apply.
____help her out financially
____give her financial advice or manage her financial affairs
____assist her in making major decisions
____spend time with her for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____take care of her physically
____take care of her children
____drive her places
____provide her with emotional support
____ other (please describe)____________________
18. Does your mother currently do any of the following for you? Please check all that 
apply.
____helps me out financially
____gives me financial advice or manages my financial affairs
____assists me in making major decisions
____spends time with me for enjoyment in social activities
such as going to restaurants, movies, plays, etc.
____takes care of me physically
____takes care of my children
____drives me places
____provides me with emotional support
____ other (please describe)_______________________
Page two
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In s tru c tio n s: Think about the reason you have w ritten above. The item s be low  concern your 
im pressions or opin ions of th is cause of your in teraction. C irc le  one num ber for each of the 
fo llo w in g  sca les.
1. Is the cause som ething that:
ATTRIBUTION QUESTIONNAIRE-DAUGHTER VERSION
R eflects an aspect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 R eflects an aspect of ti
o f yourse lf situation
2. Is the cause:
C on tro llab le  by 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 U ncontro llab le  by you
you or o ther or o ther people
people
3. Is the cause som ething tha t is:
P erm anent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 T e m p o ra ry
4. Is the cause som ething:
Intended by you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Unintended by you or
or o ther people other people
5. Is the cause som ething tha t is:
O uts ide  of you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Inside of you
6. Is the  cause som ething that is:
V a ria b le  over 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Stab le  over tim e
tim e
7. Is the cause:
Som ething about you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Som ething about others
8. Is the  cause som ething that is:
Changeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unchanging
9. Is the cause som ething for which:
No one is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Som eone is responsible
resp on s ib le
10. Is the cause som ething that affects:
M any areas of your 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Few areas of your
re la tio n s h ip relationship
11. W ho is m ost responsib le  for th is in te raction  being pos itive  or negative? 
yo u r m other is 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 You ar e
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In s tru c tio n s : Th ink about the reason you have w ritten above. The item s be low  concern your 
im pressions or opin ions of th is  cause of your in teraction. C irc le  one num ber fo r each of the 
fo llo w in g  sca les.
1. Is the  cause som ething that:
ATTRIBUTION QUESTIONNAIRE-MOTHER VERSION
R eflects an aspect 1 2 3 <i 5 6 7 S 9 R eflects an aspect of the
o f yourse lf situation
2. iIs the cause:
C on tro llab le  by 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 U ncontro llab le  by you
you  o r other or o ther people
people
3. Is the  cause som ething tha t is:
P erm anent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 T e m p o ra ry
4. Is the cause som ething:
Intended by you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 U nintended by you or
or o ther people other people
5. Is the cause som ething that is:
O uts ide  of you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Inside of you
6. Is the cause som ething that is:
V a ria b le  over 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Stab le  ever tim e
tim e
7. Is the  cause:
Som ething about you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Som eth ing about o thers
8. Is the  cause som ething tha t is:
Changeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 Unchanging
9. Is the cause som ething for which:
No one is 1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Som eone is responsib le
resp on s ib le
10. Is the  cause som ething tha t affects:
M any areas of your 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Few areas of your
re la t io n s h ip relationship
11. W ho is m ost responsib le  fo r th is  in te raction  being positive  or negative?
your dau gh te r is 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 You are
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SATISFACTION QUESTIONNAIRE-DAUGHTER VERSION
Please answer the following items based on how you feel about your relationship with 
your mother at the present time.
1. How often do you consider not having any contact with your mother?
All Most of More often Occa- 
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never 
1 2 3 4 5 6
2. How often do you or your mother abruptly leave or end a conversation after a fight?
All Most of More often Occa- 
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never 
1 2 3 4 5 6
3. In general, how often do you think that things between you and your mother are going 
well?
All Most of More often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
6 5 4 3 2 1
4. Do you confide in your mother?
All Most of More often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
6 5 4 3 2 1
5. Do you ever regret that you have the mother that you have?
All Most of More often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
6. How often do you and your mother argue?
All Most of More often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
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7. How often do you and your mother “get on each other’s nerves?"
All Most of More often Occa- 
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
8. Do you show affection toward your mother? 
Almost Occa-
Every Day Every Day sionally Rarely 
5 4 3 2
Never
1
9. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your 
relationship with your mother. The middle point, “happy," represents the degree of 
happiness in most mother-daughter relationships. Please circle the dot which best 
describes the degree of happiness, all things considered, of your relationship.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Fairly A little Happy Very Extremely Perfect
Unhappy Unhappy Unhappy Happy Happy
10. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of
your relationship with your mother? (Circle one)
_6J want desperately for my relationship with my mother to go 
well, and would go  to alm ost any length to see that it does.
_5_l want very much for my relationship with my mother to go 
well, and will do  all I can to see that it does.
_4_l want very much for my relationship with my mother to go 
well, and will do m y fair share to see that it does.
_3_lt would be nice if my relationship went well, but I can't do much 
more than / am doing now to help it be satisfying.
_2_It would be nice if it went well, but I refuse to do an y more than I
am doing now for the relationship.
_1_My relationship with my mother can never be satisfying, and 
there is no more that I can do for the relationship.
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MARLOWE-CROWNE SCALE
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read 
each item and decide whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to you 
personally.
F 1. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged.
F 2. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.
F 3. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too 
little of my ability.
F 4. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority 
even though I knew they were right.
T 5. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener.
F 6. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
T 7. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
F 8. I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget.
T 9. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
T 10. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from 
my own.
F 11. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.
F 12. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.
T 13. I have never delibei ••id something 1 1 d someone’s feeiin
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COVER LETTER TO DAUGHTERS FOR RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE
Box 8255, Counseling Department 
University of North Dakota
Thank you very much for all the thought and effort you have already put into this 
project. I appreciate your willingness to be involved in a study that I hope will help us 
better understand mother-daughter relationships. Before continuing w ith this 
fina l R elationship Q uestionnaire, please now turn In all the already 
com pleted questionnaires to the research assistan t.
The final Relationship Questionnaire attached to this page is optional. It may take a little 
more time than the ones you have already completed. Please look it over, and if you are 
interested, you can write your answers to the questions at a time that is convenient to 
you. You can mail your responses back to me at the Counseling Department, Box 8255. 
Attached is an Intra-Campus mail envelope. This can be mailed from a dorm, through 
your department outgoing mail, or at the UND post office window. Again, you are free to 
discontinue your participation at any time, and your responses will remain confidential. 
You may call me at 772-3533 if you have any questions.
I look forward to reading your responses! 
Sincerely,




On separate sheets of paper, please answer the following according to how your 
relationship with your mother is now. Please try to be as honest as possible. When you 
have completed this, please mail it back in the enclosed envelope.
1. I don't speak my feelings with my mother when I know they will cause disagreement.
RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DAUGHTERS
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
2. When my mother's needs and feelings conflict with my own, iI always state mine
clearly.
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
3. I rarely express my anger at my mother.
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
4. I feel that my mother does not know my real feelings.
More
All Most of often Occa­
the time the time than not sionally Rarely Never
1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Please briefly describe your relationship with your mother.
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6. What are the things you like most about your relationship with your mother?
7. If you could change anything about your relationship with your mother, what would it 
be?
8. In your opinion, what would be the ideal adult mother-daughter relationship?
9. What kind of relationship do you think mothers and daughters generally have with one 
another?
10. How are you like or unlike your mother and how do you feel about this?
11. Is there anything else you would like to write about your relationship or your 
mother?
12. Approximately how long did it take you to complete these questionnaires?
13. What was filling out these questionnaires like for you? Do you have any suggestions 
for making it a more positive experience?
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Box 8255, Counseling Department 
University of North Dakota
COVER LETTER TO MOTHERS FOR RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE*
D e a r ___________
Thank you very much for all the thought and effort you have already put into this 
project. I appreciate your willingness to be involved in a study that I hope will help us 
better understand mother-daughter relationships. Before continuing w ith this  
fina l R elationship Questionnaire, please now place ali the already 
completed questionnaires in to the large envelope and mail them back to  
me. It is important that I receive these materials as soon as possible.
This final Relationship Questionnaire attached to this page is optional. It may take a 
little more time than the ones you have already completed. Please look it over, and if you 
are interested, you can write your answers to the questions at a time that is convenient 
to you. You can mail your responses back to me in the smaller, business-size envelope. 
Again, you are free to discontinue your participation at any time, and your responses 
will remain confidential. You may call me at 772-3533 if you have any questions.
In the near future, I will be mailing you the second part of this study, if your mother is 
still alive. This will consist of the same questionnaires that you have just completed 
regarding your relationship with your daughter. This time, however, I will be asking 
you to answer these questions regarding your relationship with your own mother,
I look forward to reading your responses!
Sincerely,
Angela Cheney, M.S,
*The Relationship Questionnaire for mothers regarding daughters is the same as the 
Relationship Questionnaire for daughters regarding mothers, with slight wording 
changes to reflect the appropriate referrants.
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Box 8255, Counseling Department 
University of North Dakota
SECOND COVER LETTER TO MOTHERS FOR RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE*
Dear __________
Again, thank you for your continued involvement in this project. Please now place 
all the already com pleted questionnaires Into the large envelope and mail 
them back to me. I appreciate your willingness to be involved in a study that I hope 
will help us better understand mother-daughter relationships.
This final Relationship Questionnaire attached to this page is optional. It may take a 
little more time than the ones you have already completed. Please look it over, and if you 
are interested, you can write your answers to the questions at a time that is convenient 
to you. You can mail your responses back to me in the smaller, business-size envelope. 
Again, you are free to discontinue your participation at any time, and your responses 
will remain confidential. You may call me at 772-3533 if you have any questions.
I hope that you have enjoyed and found interesting your participation in this project. I 
look forward to reading your responses!
Sincerely,
Angela Cheney, M.S.
*The Relationship Questionnaire for mothers regarding mothers is the same as the 
Relationship Questionnaire for daughters regarding mothers, with slight wording 
changes to reflect the appropriate referrants.
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APPENDIX E: DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
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Characteristics of the Sample
A total of 115 women returned demographic questionnaires (76 daughters and 39 
mothers). Daughters ranged in age from 19 to 44 years. Mothers ranged in age from 39 
to 68 years. The respective mean ages for the daughters and mothers were 23 and 48.6 
years.
Frequency distributions for living situations, marital status, and educational level 
are reported in Table 20. The participants in this sample tended to live with someone 
(87.8%) rather than alone. The majority of the daughters were single (80.3%), but 
the majority of the mothers were married (87.2%). The majority of the daughters had 
no daughters of their own (89.5%). Almost half of the mothers (48.7%) had only one 
daughter. The majority of the daughters also had no sons (85.5%), while all but 28.2% 
of the mothers had at least one son. Most of the mothers and daughters (89.7% and 
90.8% respectively) reported that they no longer lived with each other, although half 
reported living within 125 miles of one another. The majority of the mothers and 
daughters (92% and 84% respectively) also reported talking with each other at least 
weekly, and seeing each other at least monthly (67% and 68% respectively).
Most of the mothers and daughters reported being in good health (96% and 97% 
respectively). Mean years of education for daughters was 13.14 and for mothers was 




Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Variable Daughters % Mothers %
Living Situation
Living alone 1 0 13.2 4 10.3
Living with others 66 86.8 35 89.7
Marital . .Status.
Single 61 80.3 0 0
Married 9 11.8 34 87.2
Divorced 6 7.9 3 7.7
Widowed 0 0 2 5.1
fcdu.catiQnaLI.eYel
Some high school 0 0 1 2.9
High school 22 30.1 1 0 28.6
Some post-secondary 49 67.0 1 3 37.2
College degree 2 2.9 6 17.1
Master s degree 0 0 5 14.3
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